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Six of the contributions in this book (Chapters 1, 5—7, 9, and 11) 
originated in a conference entitled “The Socratic Movement” held at 
Duke University on April 6—7, 1990, under the auspices of the Depart- 
ments of Classical Studies, Philosophy, and Political Science. Funding 
for the conference was provided by the Office of the Dean of Arts and 
Sciences at Duke, the Patterson Endowment in Philosophy, the Depart- 
ment of Political Science, and the John M. Olin Foundation. On behalf 
of the participants in the conference, I would like to thank the three 
session chairs—Daniel Devereux, Michael Gillespie, and Phillip Mit- 
sis—for their cooperation, as well as my research assistant, Darren 
Weirnick, for keeping the logistics of the conference running smoothly. 
With the exception of Chapter 3 (soon to be published as part of a 
larger study by the author) and Chapter 12 (an earlier version of which 
appeared in OSAP Suppl. Vol. 3 [1992]), here reprinted with a new af- 
terword, the other contributions were specially commissioned for this 
volume. My editorial work on this collection has been aided by a grant 
from Duke’s University Research Council. I am grateful to Clare Hall, 
Cambridge, for the hospitality it accorded me as a Visiting Fellow in 
1992—93, when I completed work on this volume. Among my profes- 
sional colleagues, I am especially indebted to Diskin Clay and Michael 
Gillespie of Duke University for their invaluable advice and steadfast 
friendship during the planning and execution of this volume; to Dirk 
Obbink of Barnard College, Columbia University, for his assistance 
with proofreading; to Bernhard Kendler at Cornell University Press, 
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for his generous reception and encouragement of the project; and to 
Marian Shotwell for her skill and tact in imposing consistency across a 
volume with fourteen independent-minded contributors, 
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Introduction 


Paul A. Vander Waerdt 


According to a well-established ancient tradition, Socrates was the 
philosopher who “first called philosophy down from the Heavens and 
made the study of nature instrumental to human happiness. Yet the 
assessment of Socrates’ philosophical achievement presents obstacles 
more daunting than we face in the case of any other major philosopher. 
Socrates himself wrote nothing, apart from his poetic renditions of Ae- 
sop’s fables and the hymn to Apollo that he composed while confined 
in prison during the last days of his life.* For firsthand information 
concerning his thought and life we must rely on three authors, each of 
whom poses formidable problems of literary interpretation. Only one 
of these authors wrote during Socrates’ own lifetime, and he left his 
testimonial incompletely revised: this is Aristophanes’ comic attack on 
Socrates in the Clouds. Our other two principal informants, Plato and 
Xenophon, wrote in the genre of literature that Aristotle named the 
LwKpatucot AGyou and paired with the mimes of Sophron and Xenar- 


'Cic. Tusc. 5.10—-11; cf. Xen. Mem. 1.1.11—16; Pl. Ap. 19b—d; Arist., Metaph. 987b1—2; 
D.L. 2.16, 45. For the interpretation of this claim, see Chapter 2. l 

2P]. Phd. 6oc—61b; cf. D.L. 2.42; M. L. West, Iambi et Elegi Graeci (Oxford, 1972), 
2:118—19. Socrates’ turn to the writing of poetry in his last days appears to represent a 
reconsideration of the interpretation he put on the pronouncement of the Delphic or- 
acle that no human being was wiser than he. At Apology 33b—c he claims that he has been 
ordered through.oracles and dreams as well as by the original Delphic oracle to pursue 
his philosophical mission; hence his reconsideration of the meaning of the dream * make 
povoiKk” (Phd. 60e) is tantamount to a reconsideration of the original interpretation he 
placed on the oracle, to the service of which he traces his condemnation. 
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chus as an unnamed genre of poetry or mimesis.” Our assessment of 
the generic conventions with which Plato and Xenophon worked is 
complicated by the loss of the earliest examples of these Socratic con- 
versations, most regrettably the thirty-three dialogues that Simon the 
Athenian cobbler composed based on Socrates’ conversations in his 
workshop.* For all practical purposes, the fragments of Aeschines’ 
seven works that displayed “the Socratic character” provide our only 
substantial comparative material (D. L. 2.61).° Even so, there is every 
reason to suppose that none of the authors of fourth-century Sdkratikoi 
logoi sought to offer a portrayal that was of merely historical interest.® 
One ancient reader found that Plato’s dialogues represent a “Socrates 
embellished and made new,” while Xenophon’s considerable literary 
originality is evidenced in his authorship of such works as the Cyropae- 
dia, Memorabilia, and Anabasis, each of which is without generic prece- 
dent in Greek literature. 

The fact that Socrates is accessible to us only through the eyes of 
three authors, each possessed of great literary ambition, inevitably 
complicates philosophical evaluation, particularly when, as in this case, 
none of our firsthand information about Socrates is merely doxo- 
graphical in character, while none of our Socratic doxography derives 
from sources clearly independent of the distinctive literary agendas of 
Socrates’ philosophical heirs.® Scholarship on Socrates has traditionally 
taken as its objective the recovery of the “historical Socrates,” the epony- 
mous father of the fourth-century portraits that provide our closest 
point of entry into Socrates’ life and thought.’ Yet the fictional char- 


3 See Poet. 1447b11; cf. Rh. 141'7a20; On Poets fr. 72 Rose = Ath. 11.505¢. 

4See D. L. 2.122—23; and, for Simon’s influence among later Socratics, see R. F. Hock, 
“Simon the Shoemaker as an Ideal Cynic,” GRBS 17 (1976): 41—54. For the discovery of 
a workshop just outside the Agora that has been identified as Simon’s, see Chapter 1, 
note 19. 

°For a survey of Aeschines’ work, see A. E. Taylor, “Aeschines of Sphettus,” in Philo- 
sophical Studies (London, 1934), pp. 1-27; see also H. Dittmar, Aischines von Sphettos: 
Studien zur Literaturgeschichte der Sokratiker, Untersuchungen und Fragmente, Philologische 
Untersuchungen 21 (Berlin, 1912); B. Ehlers, Eine vorplatonische Deutung de sokratischen 
Eros: Der Dialog Aspasia des Sokratikers Aischines, Zetemata 41 (Munich, 1966); reviewed by 
K. Gaiser, AGP 51 (1969): 200—209; K Döring, “Der Sokrates des Aischines von Sphettos 
und die Frage nach dem historischen Sokrates,” Hermes 112 (1984): 16—30. 

°For the fictional character of the Socratic memorial literature, see especially 
A. Momigliano, The Development of Greek Biography (Cambridge, Mass., 1971), pp. 52—54. 

‘Epistle 2, 314c: the value of this testimony does not depend upon the authorship of 
the Epistle, since its author (whether Plato or not) clearly had an intimate knowledge of 
Plato’s Sokratikoz logoi. 

®On Diogenes Laertius’ biography of Socrates, see most recently G. Giannantoni, 
“Socrate e i Socratici in Diogene Laerzio,” in Diogene Laerzio: Storico del pensiero antico, a 
special volume of Elenchos 7 (1986): 183—216. 

9A. Patzer, ed., Der historische Sokrates, Wege der Forschung 585 (Darmstadt, 1987), 
provides the most convenient point of entry into the scholarly discussion. 
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acter of the Sdkratikoi logoi may well render this objective unrealizable: 
if Aristophanes, Plato, and Xenophon each felt free to use the figure of 
Socrates as “the guide to territories as yet unexplored” (as Arnaldo 
Momigliano memorably put it), then we must give serious consider- 
ation to the. possibility that none of these sources offers a historically 
reliable picture of Socrates. In that case the scholarly discussion for- 
mulated in terms of whether we should “prefer” Plato’s account or Xe- 
nophon’s in cases where they conflict is unlikely to generate tenable 
conclusions about the historical Socrates himself. It might be prefera- 
ble, given the character of and limitations imposed by our surviving 
evidence about Socrates, to regard our chief objective as the under- 
standing of the Socratic movement in all its diversity—in which case 
conflicting accounts among different Socratics arguably provide an ex- 
cellent guide to authorial intent, even if they tell us little about Socrates 
himself. Alternatively, we might be principally concerned with the re- 
covery of the most philosophically brilliant of the portraits of Socrates 
without regard to its historical status. There are strong and legitimate 
arguments for each of these approaches, and the present volume 
should aid scholars with either aim. 

The Socratic movement that gives this volume its title refers in the 
first place to those of Socrates’ associates who attempted to commem- 
orate his life by recording his conversations for posterity. A remarkable 
number of these associates became authors of Sdkratikoi logoi: of the 
eighteen Socratics whom Plato’s Phaedo mentions as being present or 
absent on Socrates’ last day (cf. Phd. 59b-c), nine are attested to have 
written Socratic dialogues;'° of the seven associates whom Xenophon 
names (Mem. 1.2.48) as consorting with Socrates for proper motives (in 
order to become gentlemen, kaAouk &ya8ot), three wrote Sdkratiko: logoi 
(Crito [D.L. 2.121], Simmias [D.L. 2.123], and Cebes [D.L. 2.125]), 
while a fourth, Hermogenes, is named as Xenophon’s source for his 
Apology of Socrates (2, 27; Mem. 4.8.4—11). In later antiquity, Antis- 
thenes, Aeschines, Plato, and Xenophon were singled out as the “chief” 
Socratics (D.L. 2.47), though the second edition of Gabriele Giannan- 
toni’s collection of the fragments of Socrates and the Socratics contains 
some seventy entries. In accordance with the common ancient practice 
of suppressing explicit reference to one’s philosophical rivals, the four 
major Socratics scarcely mention one another by name,'! although it is 


'For the details, see Chapter 1. 

''Thus Plato rigorously excludes his primary rivals among the Socratics from men- 
tion: while nearly all the other members of Socrates’ circle (named, for example, at 
Phaedo 59b) are depicted in the course of his dialogues, Plato mentions Antisthenes—the 
most influential of the Socratics in his own day—only to confirm his presence at 
Socrates’ death, Aristippus only to record his absence (Phd. 59c), and Aeschines only to 
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clear that they read and responded to one another’s work and that the 
Sdkratikot logoi constituted a distinct and lively literary genre. The ex- 
istence of this genre also enabled others, who were not themselves as- 
sociates of Socrates, to claim the mantle of his authority, provided that 
they could represent their philosophical position as a plausible devel- 
opment or interpretation of what Socrates held. In this broader sense 
the Socratic movement refers to the numerous fourth- and third- 
century philosophers—most important, the Stoic Zeno and Academic 
skeptic Arcesilaus, originators of the two most influential early Helle- 
nistic schools—who recognized Socrates as their chief authority and 
who viewed their own philosophical activity as a continuation of his. 
The terrain of the Socratic movement extends so far and in so many 
different directions that it is not clear what the best route is on which 
to set out to traverse it. We might begin with the rather modest goal of 
assessing Cicero’s characterization of the philosophical revolution 
Socrates accomplished. The difficulty immediately arises that our three 
principal sources appear to contradict one another.'? Our earliest and 
_ only contemporary source, Aristophanes, represents Socrates as an en- 
thusiastic student of @vovoAoyta, as the proponent of the explanation 
of all natural phenomena in terms of their material constituents—a 
philosophical position fully consistent with the kind of study of nature 
favored by contemporary Ionian voukot. And so far from “calling phi- 
losophy down from the heavens” and making physiologia instrumental 
to human happiness, the Aristophanic Socrates first comes before us 
suspended aloft in a basket in order better to investigate the heavenly 
things (Nub. 217—33); he takes no interest in the ethical subjects fa- 
vored by contemporary sophists and appears not to recognize the so- 
cially corrosive effects of his atheism or of his philosophical enquiries 
concerning the conventional bonds of human society. Aristophanes de- 
picts Socrates as a comically transformed natural philosopher of his 
own time and place rather than as a philosopher who revolutionized 
the study of nature by making it serve the end of human happiness. 
Cicero’s characterization of the Socratic revolution in fact presupposes 


note his presence at Socrates’ death and trial (Ap. 33e). Xenophon himself never receives 
mention, although he states in discussing Glaucon’s education that Socrates took an in- 
terest in him “on Plato’s account” (Mem. 3.6.1; cf. 1.2.48, where Plato does not figure 
among Socrates’ associates), while Antisthenes features prominently in Xenophon’s Sym- 
postum, and Aristippus in his Memorabilia. 

'’The fourth source commonly cited, Aristotle, is remarkably reticent on Socrates’ 
philosophical achievement as assessed in the doxography cited above: in one passage he 
says that “Socrates concerned himself with ethics and not at all with nature as a whole” 
(Metaph. 987b1—2); but Aristotle does not grant Socrates recognition for the revolution 
he thereby effected in philosophy. 
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the correctness of his fourth-century apologists’ presentation of his 
philosophy. Modern scholars, recognizing this discrepancy between 
Aristophanes’ portrayal and that of Socrates’ philosophical heirs, have 
usually been inclined to suppose that it is just so much to Aristophanes 
discredit. | 

Yet careful examination of how Socrates’ apologists treat his interest 
in the study of nature suggests that such a judgment is overly hasty. 
The two Platonic texts that might be adduced with greatest plausibility 
as evidence for Socrates’ own philosophical development both are cen- 
trally concerned to respond to Aristophanes’ portrayal. When Socrates 
undertakes to discredit the charges of impiety and of corruption of the 
youth circulated by Aristophanes and other unnamed “first accusers” 
(Pl. Ap. 18b—23e), he leaves the distinct impression that he never, even 
in his youth, engaged in the study of nature such as is parodied in the 
Clouds (cf. 19b).'* Yet the “intellectual autobiography” in Plato’s Phaedo 
(qg6a—ggd) reports that Socrates, at a youthful stage in his philosophical 
development, enthusiastically pursued the study of nature and advo- 
cated materialistic explanations of natural phenomena along lines 
quite similar to those depicted by Aristophanes. sig Hence Plato's testi- 
mony in important respects corroborates rather than discredits Aris- 
tophanes’ portrayal;'° and it is prima facie implausible, in any case, 
that Plato would devote such constant care to respond to the latter’s 
comic attack of several decades earlier if it could be dismissed as a sim- 
ple misrepresentation. a 

The evidence of Xenophon similarly corroborates the plausibility of 
the Aristophanic portrayal. Xenophon’s account of Socrates’ dismissal 
of the pre-Socratic study of nature in Memorabilia 1.1.11—16 is no less 
apologetically motivated, although more nuanced, than Plato’s: de- 
fending Socrates from the charges of impiety and corruption, Xeno- 
phon claims that he “did not even converse about the nature of the 
cosmos” (after saying that no one ever heard him do or say anything 


13G. Vlastos, Socrates: Ironist and Moral Philosopher (Ithaca, N.Y., 1991), pp. 160-62, 
takes these denials as a sufficient basis for dismissing Aristophanes’ portrayal as “ground- 
less” but takes no account of the evidence adduced below. 

'4The close connection between the two accounts, and an attempt to show how they 
might be explained in terms of Socrates’ philosophical development, are retailed in 
Chapter 2. l 

'Plato implies, even in the Apology (21a), that Socrates had a pre-Socratic past, for 
otherwise it is difficult to see how the oracle at Delphi could have pronounced no man 
wiser than he, an event that on Socrates’ own account precedes his public search for self- 
knowledge (but see now C. Reeve, Socrates in the Apology (Indianapolis, 1989], pp. 28-30, 
for the possibility that the oracle did not rely on evidence in pronouncing upon Socrates 
wisdom). The fact that Socrates was a favored target of comic poets from 423 B.C. on 
certainly suggests that he had acquired a considerable reputation before reaching his 


philosophical maturity. 
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impious, Mem. 1.1.10); but his account of piety in Memorabilia 1 4 
makes clear that Socrates’ enquiry into “the human things”—his con- 
stant subject of discussion (Mem. 1.1.16)—does presuppose a teleolog- 
ical natural philosophy (see Chapter 10). Thus Xenophon’s account 
despite its apparent denial that Socrates ever engaged in the pre- 
Socratic study of nature, is fully compatible with the hypothesis that 
at some point in his intellectual development Socrates did so. More- 
over, in the penultimate chapter of the Memorabilia (4.7), just before he 
recounts Socrates’ noble conduct in the thirty days after his condem- 
nation, Xenophon not only admits that Socrates was versed in the an- 
cillary disciplines of natural science (Socrates was “not inexperienced” 
[00K GELpoc] in the study of geometry, and “not ignorant” [ovdSé à&vń- 
kooç] of astronomy), but also explains how Socrates regarded some 
knowledge of these disciplines as necessary to instill in his associates 
the free and self-sufficient disposition at which he aims. Xenophon 
thus restricts Socrates’ disavowal of the study of nature to the kind of 
enquiry into causes favored by the pre-Socratics; but he affirms that 
Socrates regards some knowledge of phystologia as necessary to enquiry 
into the human things. His evidence thus is incompatible with Aristo- 
tles claim (Metaph. 987b1—2) that Socrates abandoned entirely the 
study of nature for ethics.'® 

The Platonic and Xenophontic evidence on which Cicero’s assess- 
ment of Socrates’ philosophical achievement rests can hardly be said 
therefore, to justify the wholesale rejection of Aristophanes’ portrayal 
of Socrates as a natural philosopher. Only a careful consideration of 
the literary character and motivation of each of these sources would 
afford any basis for the development of a historically plausible account 
of Socrates’ philosophical achievement. 

The absence of a consistent and unproblematic portrayal of Socrates 
among our three principal sources is not the only serious obstacle to 
assessment of his philosophical significance. We might hope to find 
some basis for adjudicating the different portraits of Socrates offered 
by our three principal sources by turning to his immediate companions 
and philosophical heirs for guidance in recovering the substance of his 
thought. Yet these sources likewise represent Socrates’ thought so dif- 
ferently that this approach offers no unproblematic resolution of the 
basic literary problems, as a brief inspection of the terrain will show. 

During his lifetime and the century following his death, Socrates in- 
spired a variety of philosophical movements, each of which claimed to 


16 CEE . eo te 
Socrates influence on contemporary physiologia is a neglected subject that merits in- 
vestigation; but see now D. W. Graham, “Socrates, the Craft Analogy, and Science,” 


Apeiron 24 (1991): 1—24. . 
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trace its ancestry to him and to expound the authentic version of his 
philosophy.'’ The Socrates who is the nearly exclusive preoccupation 
of modern scholarship is that of Plato’s “Socratic” dialogues—so much 
so that the claims advanced by other Socratics have almost entirely 
disappeared from the discussion. Yet in ancient doxography Plato's 
portrayal of Socrates was not accorded the primacy it receives in con- 
temporary scholarship,'* while in his own time and place Plato's was 
only one among several competing interpretations of Socrates’ philos- 
ophy. Plato’s competitors include figures as diametrically opposed in 
their interpretations of Socrates as Antisthenes, spiritual father of the 
Cynics and apparently the most influential of the Socratics during the 
first fifteen years after Socrates’ death,!? and Aristippus, the hedonist 
to whom the Cyrenaics traced their ancestry. There were also a host of 
other “minor Socratics,” so grouped by tradition, although some were 
influential philosophers of the first rank.?° During the following cen- 
tury, Socrates was adopted as the principal authority of the two most 
influential Hellenistic schools, the Stoics and the Academic skeptics— 
the former actually wishing to be called Socratics,”' the latter claiming 
that their skeptical practice represented the proper interpretation of 
Socrates’ dialectical practice.?* Debate between these two schools often 


took the form of offering differing interpretations of certain Socratic 
premises and doctrines to which both subscribed.”* Indeed, only the 


'7Much of the relevant evidence for the Socratics is assembled in G. Giannantoni’s 
four-volume collection Socraticorum Reliquiae (Naples, 1983—85), now in its second edi- 
tion with a new title, Socratis et Socraticorum Reliquiae (1990). 

'8As A. A. Long, “Socrates in Hellenistic Philosophy,” CQ n.s. 38 (1988): 150-71 at 
p. 154, concludes in a survey of the ancient evidence: “Plato, or what we call Plato’s 
Socratic dialogues, appear to have been widely regarded as neither more nor less au- 
thentic witnesses to Socrates than Xenophon’s writings.” . 

'°This judgment is based upon Antisthenes’ position as Isocrates’ primary rival (cf. 
Adv. Soph. 1—8; Helen 1); see C. Euken, Isokrates (Berlin, 1983), pp. 25-27, 63. 

2°One might single out for mention the Dialectical school, which located Socrates’ 
true importance not in ethical doctrine but in his dialectical practice. For its considerable 
influence on early Hellenistic philosophy, see D. N. Sedley, “Diodorus Cronus and Hel- 
lenistic Philosophy,” PCPS n.s. 23 (1977): 74-120; more recently, K. Döring has argued 
against the separate existence of the Dialectical school: “Gab es eine Dialektische 


Schule?” Phronesis 34 (1989): 293-3109. 
21See Philod. De Stoic., cols. 12-13, in the edition of T. Dorandi, CErc 12 (1982): 


91-133- 

22For Arcesilaus’ appropriation of Socrates’ authority, see Cic. De or. 3.67; Fin. 2.2, 
5.10; Acad. 1:44; Nat. d. 1.11; he is attacked by his contemporary, the Epicurean Colotes, 
apud Plutarch, Adversus Colotem 1121€—1124C. 

23For the Stoic appropriation of Socrates, see P. A. Vander Waerdt, “Politics and Phi- 
losophy in Stoicism,” OSAP g (1991): 185—211; also chapters 9—11 below. For the Aca- 
demic skeptic’s interpretation, see M. Frede, “The Skeptic’s Two Kinds of Assent and the 
Question of the Possibility of Knowledge,” in Philosophy in History, ed. R. Rorty et al. 
(Cambridge, 1984), pp. 255-78; A. M. Ioppolo, Opinione e scienza: Il dibattito tra Stoici e 
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Epicureans among the major philosophical schools during this period 
rejected Socrates as an exemplum of the philosophical life.24 The com- 
peting versions of Socrates’ philosophy advocated both by his immedi- 
ate disciples and by his Hellenistic heirs illustrate the range of basic 
alternatives available in interpreting his thought. 

Yet Socrates’ companions adopted such diametrically opposed views, 
on pleasure and its relation to virtue and happiness, for example,” 
that they fail to provide consistent testimony that would enable us to 
adjudicate the basic conflicts between our three principal authorities. 
The Academic skeptics and the Stoics, Socrates’ most important Hel- 
lenistic heirs, construe his understanding of such central subjects as 
virtue as knowledge of good and evil so differently that it is clear that 
no consensus about the substance of Socrates’ philosophy emerged 
over the century following his death. Hence we have no alternative, in 
assessing Socrates’ principal philosophical achievements, but to revert 
to investigation of the literary questions to which we referred above. 

If there is no independent evidence concerning “the historical 
Socrates” on which to adjudicate the conf licting claims of our three 
principal sources, these authors do provide abundant evidence for 
comparative treatment. We must begin by considering with care and 
impartiality basic questions about the nature of our principal sources. 
How do the generic characteristics of the Sékratikoi logoi inform the 
presentation of Socrates offered by Plato and Xenophon? What con- 
straints did the function of Athenian comedy as a vehicle for social crit- 
icism place upon dramatic anachronism in the case of Aristophanes’ 
portrayal of Socrates? What is the relation of Xenophon’s Socratic cor- 
pus to that of Plato? Although these obvious questions potentially ad- 
mit of decisive answers, it can hardly be said that contemporary 
scholarship has arrived at a well-informed consensus about them. In 
fact, although the obvious point of entry into the evaluation of our con- 
flicting sources of information about Socrates is the comparative anal- 

ysis of how various Socratics represent similar doctrines or identical 


Accademici nel III e nel II secolo a.c. (Naples, 1986), largely endorsed by J. Annas, “The 
Heirs of Socrates,” Phronesis 33 (1988): 100-112. See also Long (above, note 18), 
PP. 150—71; chapters 12—13 below. 

“For the origin of Epicurean interest in Socrates in Colotes’ controversy with the Ac- 
ademic skeptic Arcesilaus, see P A. Vander Waerdt, “Colotes and the Epicurean Refuta- 
tion of Skepticism,” GRBS 30 (1989): 225-67 al pp. 253-59; also M. T. Riley, “The 
Epicurean Criticism of Socrates,” Phoenix 34 (1980): 55—68; K. Kleve, “Scurra Atticus: 
The Epicurean View of Socrates,” in Syzetesis: Studi sull’ epicureismo greco e romano offerti a 
Marcello Gigante (Naples, 1983), pp. 227-53. 

*°See Chapter 4. 
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events in his life, such study is rare.*° The absence of such sous Roan 
study is particularly remarkable in view of the abundant parallel evı- 


dence between Plato and Xenophon.”’ . Eas 

The explanation for this state of affairs lies principally in the vagar- 
ies of scholarly fashion. During the last two decades, the a 
body of scholarship devoted to the Platonic Socrates by philosop ers 
working in the Anglo-American analytical tradition has clarified in me 
portant ways the philosophical methodology and commitments of the 
Socrates whom tradition has come to regard as the most compelling of 
the ancient portraits.” Yet the problematic but often unargued as- 
sumptions of this scholarship have tended to discourage the careful ex- 
amination of our other evidence.”” It is often assumed, though the 
assumption is rarely supported by detailed argument, that the histor- 
ical Socrates” is identical with the Socrates of Plato s early, “Socratic | 
dialogues.*° Even if we could reconstruct a reliable chronology of Pla- 
to’s dialogues and concede, generously, that this chronology exactly 


= tions are Charles Kahn’s recent assessment of how Plato's Symposium re- 
seater ies literature on Socratic eros by Aeschines and Antisthenes: dar a 
Socratic,” in Hommage à Henri Joly, Recherches sur la philosophie et le langage 12 . sad 
ble, 1990), pp. 287-301; and my own attempt to show how Xenophon See : 
discussion of Socrates’ defense speech in accordance with his ee a 
Socrates’ distinctive virtue and philosophical mission: ‘Socratic Justice an : ae i is 
ciency: The Story of the Delphic Oracle in Xenophon’s Apology of Socrates, 
OR pring the best statement of the relation between the Platonic and the GGE 
phontic Socrates seems to remain that of J. Burnet in the introduction to his edition o 
Plato’s Phaedo (Oxford, 1911), pp. ix—lvi (= Patzer [above, note 9], pp. 109745). sists 

281 is worth recalling, however, the extent to which scholarly fashion i t i mat er i 
varied: among Zeller’s predecessors, “Xenophon has come to be E = t oa 
perfectly trustworthy authority for the philosophy of Socrates; to all t i oe ae oe 
himself included, at most a supplementary value is allowed, a Sree es % a se 
self in the main endorses despite Schleiermacher’s objections (“U a af Wer aa 
Sokrates als Philosophen,” Abhandlungen der klg. Preussischen Akademie Aa mead 
zu Berlin 1814/15 [1818]: 50—68 = Patzer [above, note 9], pp. 41-58), which stri 
resemble the arguments on which the contemporary reversal of this position rests an 
Zeller, Socrates and the Socratic Schools, trans. J. Reichel {London, 1885], pp- 99—105 a 
pp. 100, 182-86). The present dismissive attitude toward Xenophon’s Sera esi He 
have won out around the beginning of the present century; by 1916 W. m Baker cou ; 
write in his “Apologetic for Xenophon’s Memorabilia,” CJ 12 (1916-17): 293-309 a 
p. 293: “After constituting the supreme court of appeal on matters Socratic in some pas 
generations, [Xenophon] has... not only been removed from the bench, but even a 
times quite thrown out of court and denied the right to appear either as advocate or 
sie ae of the most elegant critiques of the analytical approach to the study of Bes is 
that of Diskin Clay, “Platonic Studies and the Study of Plato,” Arion ee : ( 1975): 1 re 
For an attempt to explain the philosophical considerations is = o peor 
the dialogue form, see Michael Frede, “Plato’s Arguments and the Dialogue ; 


OSAP Suppl. Vol. 3 (1992): 201—109. 3 
30Vlastos (above, note 13) argues in detail for this widely held view. 
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mirrors the development of Plato’s own thought, it would not follow 
that we have any reliable criterion whereby to identify certain dialogues 
as “Socratic,” if that term is understood to designate dialogues in which 
Plato’s portrayal of Socrates is not fundamentally informed by his own 
philosophical preoccupations.*! Nor is it at all clear, if the recovery of 
the historical Socrates is taken to be the objective of Socratic studies, 
that these dialogues should necessarily occupy their present privileged 
position in the discussion. Such an assumption could be justified only 
by detailed comparative study with the evidence provided by other 
Socratics—and it is precisely such study that is lacking in the contem- 
porary scholarship. Indeed, one could turn around the question often 
used to justify the primacy of Plato in Socratic studies—How could 
Socrates have exercised such philosophical influence unless he was as 
Plato (not Xenophon or Aeschines or .. . ) represented him?—and ask 
how we can understand who Socrates was without understanding how 
he was able to inspire such diverse philosophical movements. An un- 
surprising, but impoverishing effect of the recent scholarly preoccupa- 
tion with the Platonic Socrates has been the exclusion of rival portraits 
of Socrates from serious study. 

This impoverishment is nowhere clearer than in the current ortho- 
doxy about our other two primary sources. The comic attack on 
Socrates in Aristophanes’ Clouds, though it is the sole document we 
possess that dates from Socrates’ own lifetime, is widely dismissed as 
the composite portrait of the “typical sophist,”°? hence as irrelevant to 
the assessment of his philosophical significance. Yet this view, despite 
its popularity, is quite poorly supported by the text of the Clouds. There 
is in any case a great discrepancy between the dismissive attitude that 
contemporary scholars adopt toward Aristophanes’ portrayal of 
Socrates and the great care that his chief apologists, Plato and Xeno- 
phon, took to answer his attack.** Certainly Aristophanes’ portrayal 


*' This is certainly a minority opinion; for more conventional opinion, see, for exam- 
ple, W. K. C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy (Cambridge, 1975), 4: 39—66. Charles 
Kahn has questioned the assumption that the Socrates depicted in Plato’s early dialogues 
is the historical Socrates, in “Did Plato Write Socratic Dialogues?” CQ n.s. 31 (1981): 305- 
20. Already in antiquity Cicero recognized that Plato attributes to Socrates his own philo- 
sophical preoccupations: see Rep. 1.1 5—16. 

*#This is the position of K. J. Dover in the standard Greek edition of the play, Aris- 
tophanes’ Clouds (Oxford, 1968), pp. xxxii—Ivi at p. xl; reprinted as “Socrates in the 
Clouds,” in The Philosophy of Socrates, ed. G. Vlastos (New York, 1971), pp. 50—77 at p. 58. 
Dissent from such a view has been registered in a variety of quarters: see Chapter 2, 
note 21. 

**Plato answers Aristophanes not only in the Apology (18b—23e) but also in the setting 
of his Theages (see T. L. Pangle, “Socrates on the Problem of Political Science Education,” 
Political Theory 13 [1985]: 112-37). Xenophon suppresses Plato’s distinction between 
Socrates’ first and second accusers in his Apology, but in the Oeconomicus (11.18, 3; 3.7—10) 


Introduction [11 ] 


placed on the agenda of his fourth-century philosophical heirs A 
problem of providing a publicly defensible justification for ae 
sophical activity that lays to rest objections of the kind raised by 
Eo portrayal of Socratic ethics has been treated with similar 
disregard in both classical and philosophical circles, though the 
grounds most often stated in support have been amply discredited. 

Xenophon has fared somewhat better at the hands of political theo- 
rists, who have tended to treat him with more sympathetic consid- 
eration, in part because of his influence on subsequent political 
thought.*° But several considerations suggest that the careful and sym- 
pathetic study of Xenophon’s account of Socratic ethics could enrich 
our understanding of the Socratic movement. In the first place, there 
is good reason to suppose that Xenophon held a less critical view of 
Socrates’ philosophy than Plato did, hence that his presentation of that 
philosophy is less influenced by his own agenda than Plato s is likely to 
be. Although there is no general agreement about the relation of Pla- 
to’s thought to that of his teacher, most contemporary treatments of 
the so-called middle and late dialogues presuppose that Plato is here 
developing his own philosophical project in critical reaction to per- 
ceived inadequacies in Socrates’.°° Although the more narrowly fo- 
cused apologetic purpose of Xenophon’s presentation of Socrates 
complicates comparison of his corpus with that of Plato’s, there is no 


evidence 


rates as going to the perfect kaloskagathos, Ischomachus, for instruction 
He Sees ent a time i which he suffers from his Aristophanic reputation as an idle 
chatterer with his head in the air; and in the Sympostum Xenophon portrays Socrates as 
responding to abuse from the Syracusan entertainer that specifically presupposes 
Aristophanes’ attack (see 7.4). For further evidence and discussion see Chapters 1-2, 5, 
ae D. R. Morrison, “On Professor Vlastos’ Xenophon,” AP 7 (1987): 9—22. Vlastos 
(above, note 13), pp. 99—106, makes a renewed attempt to confront Xenophon’s re 
mony, but his discussion tends to be selective and unsympathetic, and it takes insuffi- 
cient account of the literary agenda that informs Xenophon’s presentation of Socratic 
Peo na Pangle, “The Political Defense of Socratic Philosophy: A Study > prs 
phon’s Apology of Socrates to the Jury,” Polity 18 (1985): 98—114; C. SAS Ep Sn k : 
History of Political Thought, ed. L. Strauss and J. Cropsey (Chicago, 1987), pp. 89- at 
W. R. Newell, “Machiavelli and Xenophon on Princely Rule, Journal of Politics 50 (1988): 
108-30. Leo Strauss’s early work on Xenophon is especially helpful in APE ae 
plexity and subtlety: see “The Spirit of Sparta or the Taste of Xenophon, P seek 
6 (1939): 502-36, and On Tyranny (Glenco, Ill., 1950), now available oe thir ee ae 
edition (1991). Strauss’s later books, Xenophon’s Socratic Discourse: An Interpre a aes 
Oeconomicus (Ithaca, N.Y., 1970) and Xenophon’s Socrates (Ithaca, N.Y., 97h are e r 
cessible; the clearest statement of his interpretation of Xenophon’s sant eae 2 tay 
is that in “The Problem of Socrates: eta mae Rationalism of Classical Politi 

j . T. L. Pangle (Chicago, 1989), pp. 103-83. 

ee k : central a for ance of Vlastos (above, note 13), esp. pp. 45-80. 
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of a sustained critical rejection of Socrates’ philosophical methodology 
and views on the scale one finds in Plato. Second, even if one considers 
Plato our best source for Socrates’ thought, Xenophon alone among 
the early Socratics provides extensive evidence parallel to Plato’s that 
holds open the possibility of clarifying what is distinctive about the por- 
trayal of each. Third, Xenophon offers an internally consistent and 
plausible account of Socrates’ distinctive virtue and philosophical mis- 
sion that differs considerably from Plato’s, and consideration of these 
differences could lead to a better understanding of central features of 
Socratic ethics. Thus Xenophon does not accept the Platonic charac- 
terization of Socrates as the wisest of human beings on account of his 
knowledge of his own ignorance (the Xenophontic Socrates never dis- 
avows positive knowledge); he rather finds the foundation of Socratic 
virtue (kpynmida dpetis, Mem. 1.5.4) to consist in éykpátea, or self- 
control, in a kind of self-sufficiency to which knowledge makes some, 
but perhaps not even the most important, contribution. The central 
differences in the Platonic and Xenophontic accounts of Socratic eth- 
ics—on such questions as the unity of virtue, the possibility of å&åkpaoía, 
the relation of virtue to the goods of fortune—all are related to this 
fundamental difference. Fourth, Xenophon’s interpretation of Socratic 
ethics provided a model that competed with Plato’s for the allegiance of 
Socrates’ Hellenistic heirs. Thus the Cynics follow Xenophon’s model, 
while the Stoics and Academic skeptics principally develop Plato’s—at 
the same time disagreeing vehemently about the interpretation of cer- 
tain Socratic doctrines that both accept, such as that virtue is knowl- 
edge of good and evil, a debate that persisted over several centuries. In 
short, the early development of Hellenistic philosophy would be better 
understood if serious consideration were given to Xenophon’s por- 
trayal of Socratic ethics.*” 

The contemporary revival of interest in Hellenistic philosophy has 
very recently led to a better appreciation of Socrates’ role as a philo- 
sophical authority among the early Hellenistic schools.28 There is now 
general agreement that both the early Stoics and the Academic skeptics 
represented themselves as Socrates’ true heirs, and that much of their 
debate centered on the proper interpretation of various Socratic doc- 
trines. Yet work on this subject is still at an early stage; some of the 
fundamental questions that await satisfactory explanation are dis- 
cussed in Part 2 of this book. The contents of Gabriele Giannantoni’s 


371 cannot accept the claim of Long (above, note 18), p. 154, that in the Hellenistic 
period “it was Plato’s Socrates, rather than any other, that stimulated serious philosophy.” 
Chapter 10 demonstrates that Xenophon’s Memorabilia was a crucial source of ref lection 
for early Stoic thinking on theology. 

**See the literature cited above, note 31. 
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Socratis et Socraticorum Reliquiae likewise have only begun to be appre- 
ciated both in their own right and for their influence on early Helle- 
nistic philosophy. l 
Despite the extraordinary importance of the Socratic revolution for 
the later history of philosophy, it has received remarkably little atten- 
tion, either historical or philosophical, from modern scholars. There is, 
for instance, no satisfactory general survey of the Socratic movement, 
many of whose figures remain pooriy understood even in the specialist 
literature.”? Previous collections of essays on Socrates have tended to 
focus almost exclusively on Plato’s portrayal of him.*° l 
The present volume assembles essays that aim to clarify problematic 
and poorly understood aspects of the Socratic movement. Ít is in the 
nature of an exploratory project such as this to offer nearer the first 
word than the last—hence this book should be regarded as a stimulus 
for further investigation rather than as a comprehensive or definitive 
history. Several features of the volume’s plan require comment. 
First, since the volume’s purpose is in part protreptical, the contrib- 
utors were chosen with a view to offering diverse viewpoints, intellec- 
tual affiliations, and interpretive strategies. This diversity of approach 
is intended to foster dialogue between the different professional com- 
munities concerned with the study of classical philosophy, which have 
tended in recent years to adopt a rather insular view toward one an- 
other. 
Second, for reasons of space and coherence, the scope of this book 
is restricted to those Socratics who flourished during Socrates’ life- 
time down to the early Hellenistic period. One could of course profit- 
ably extend study of Socrates’ role as a philosophical authority through 
later antiquity to include such figures as Epictetus or the Neopla- 
tonists.*! Within the period delimited, the principles of inclusion are 


*°The best general account is probably that of Jean Humbert, Socrate et les petits Socra- 
tiques (Paris, 1967), but it excludes the Hellenistic schools and is rather weak on philo- 
sophical interpretation. l l 

4°The well-known collection edited by Gregory Vlastos (above, note 32) contains an 
introduction, a chapter surveying the sources for Socrates, a chapter on the Clouds re- 
printed from Dover’s edition, and eleven chapters on Plato; the collection Essays on the 
Philosophy of Socrates, ed. H. H. Benson (Oxford, 1991), also focuses narrowly on Plato. 
Der historische Sokrates (above, note 9), as befits its title, is more catholic in both coverage 
and approach; the editor’s “Einleitung” provides a useful survey of Continental discus- 
sion of the Socratic problem. There is also the volume New Essays on Socrates, ed. E. Kelly 

Md., 1984). l l l 
ae K. e ee Socratis: Studien zur Sokratesnachwirkung in der kynisch- 
stoisehen Popularphilosophie der frühen Kaiserzeit und im frühen Christentum, Hermes aa 
schriften 42 (Wiesbaden, 1979); J. Hershbell, “The Stoicism of Epictetus: Twentiet ae 
tury Perspectives,” ANRW II.36.3 (Berlin, 1989), pp. 2153—55; also F. Schweingrub T, 
“Sokrates und Epiktet,” Hermes 78 (1943): 195—226; K. Döring, “Sokrates bei Epiktet,” in 
Studia Platonica, ed. K. Döring and W. Kollman (Amsterdam, 1974), pp. 195—226. 
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intended to be generous. Aristophanes’ Clouds does not, strictly speak- 
ing, form part of the genre of Sékratikoi logoi that are the subject of Part 
1 of this book (though Aristophanes certainly claims important affin- 
ities with Socrates in the parabasis of the Clouds); but its influence on 
that genre and its role, arguably, as a model for the earliest of the 
Sokratikot logoi make a chapter on it essential. Four chapters are devoted 
to Xenophon, partly because his evidence is so extensive and partly be- 
cause his portrayal of Socrates and his manner of writing are so poorly 
understood by contemporary scholars. Among the Hellenistic schools, 
particular attention has been given to the Stoics, who most self- 
consciously saw themselves as developing Socratic theses in their own 
philosophy. 

Third, an attempt has been made to restore the Platonic Socrates to 
his own time and place. Several of the chapters (1—4, 7, 9, 11—13) are 
centrally concerned with Plato’s relation to other important figures in 
the Socratic movement. If no chapter is devoted solely to his portrayal 
of Socrates, that is because our principal concern is to investigate the 
less well known but not for that reason necessarily lesser Socratics.** 

The volume is divided into two parts. Part 1 contains eight essays 
that seek to elucidate the origin, literary character, and philosophi- 
cal contributions of the Sékratikoi logoi outside the Platonic tradition. 
Part 2 consists of six essays that explore how the early Hellenistic 
schools employed Socrates as a philosophical authority in developing 
their own positions. 

The volume opens with Diskin Clay’s attempt to identify the charac- 
ter and sources of the Sdkratikoi logoi as a distinct literary genre. After 
a review of the literary activities of Socrates’ companions and of the 
competing claims advanced in antiquity for the prize of having first in- 
vented the Socratic dialogue, Clay turns to the earliest imitations of 
Socrates, in Attic comedy, and advances the novel argument that com- 
edy provided an important model for the earliest Socratic dialogues. 
He then turns to consider some of the important contributions Soc- 
rates’ chief philosophical heirs made to the development of the narra- 
tive dialogue, with particular emphasis on the innovations Plato intro- 
duced into this genre of writing. 

The investigation of the comic Socrates continues in Chapter 2, 
where I endeavor to clarify two central problems in Socrates’ intellec- 


**For guidance in the literature, see H. Cherniss, “Plato 1950—1957,” Lustrum 4 
(1959): 5-308, and 5 (1960): 321—648; H. Brisson, “Platon 1958—1975,” Lustrum 20 
(1977): 5-304; R. McKirahan, Plato and Socrates: A Comprehensive Bibliography (1958—73) 
(New York, 1978). On Platonic scholarship in antiquity, see now Harold Tarrant’s Thra- 
syllan Platonism (Ithaca, N.Y., 1993). 
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tual biography. After arguing that Aristophanes parodies a specifically 
individuated portrayal of Socrates at a certain stage in his intellectual 
development rather than a composite figure to whom Aristophanes 
affixes objectionable traits of contemporary sophists, I undertake to 
show that Socrates in the Clouds is represented as being an enthusiastic 
advocate of the same kind of material explanations of natural phe- 
nomena to which the youthful Socrates described in the “intellectual 
autobiography” in Plato’s Phaedo (g6a—ggd) was attached. The recon- 
struction of this philosophy offers numerous compelling parallels with 
the thought of his contemporary Diogenes of Apollonia. I then turn to 
the second problem, the motives that led Socrates to abandon his pre- 
Socratic past. After a detailed discussion of Aristophanes’ criticism of 
Socrates’ investigations into nature, which remarkably parallel the ma- 
ture Socrates’ view as reported by both Plato and Xenophon, I argue 
that Xenophon’s account of the positive use to which Socrates believed 
the kaloskagathos, or gentleman, could put the ancillary disciplines of 
natural philosophy provides a plausible explanation for Socrates’ aban- 
donment of his pre-Socratic past. . SOLEO 

In Chapter 3, Charles Kahn continues the investigation into the or- 
igins of the Sdkratiko: logoi begun in Chapter 1. Aeschines is known to 
have written seven Socratic dialogues, and the fragments of Aspasia 
and Alcibiades are extensive enough to enable us to form a relatively full 
picture of their form and content. Aeschines seems to have offered an 
innovative account of Socrates’ eros and its role in the protrepic and 
educational aspects of his philosophy. This theme is traced out in detail 
as it relates to the two dialogues just mentioned. In an appendix Kahn 
attempts to situate their chronology in regard to other Socratic writ- 
ings of related subject matter. l 

The role of pleasure in Socratic moral philosophy, the subject of 
Harold Tarrant’s essay, is notoriously obscure, as Socrates’ associates 
and philosophical heirs adopt opposing views on pleasure and its rela- 
tion to virtue and happiness. Although Xenophon’s Socrates is aware 
of the dangers of indiscriminate pursuit of pleasure, he sometimes re- 
gards pleasure as valuable in itself; the Platonic evidence is contradic- 
tory: at first sight, the Protagoras advocates hedonism, and the Gorgias 
opposes it. Tarrant undertakes to clarify the nature of Socrates’ com- 
mitment to hedonism through a detailed analysis of the argument of 
the Hippias major, which represents an important contribution to the 
Academy’s Socratic tradition, whether by Plato or not. Here Socrates 
is scathing about his feeble interlocutor’s refusal to equate without 
qualification the noble, or tò KaA6v, with the pleasant. The chapter 
concludes with a consideration of how the contrasting positions of An- 
tisthenes and Aristippus represent different attempts to draw out the 
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central threads of Socrates’ philosophy, a subject to which we return in 
Chapter 14. 

The next four chapters focus on Xenophon’s portrayal of Socratic 
ethics. Thomas Pangle opens the discussion by attempting to situate 
Xenophon’s Sõkratikoi logoi within his corpus taken as a whole and 
viewed as a “system,” as suggested by Shaftesbury’s discussion of Xe- 
nophon’s manner of writing. The relation between politics and philos- 
ophy, reflected in the relation between the more strictly political writ- 
ings and the Socratic writings, is the guiding thread of the discussion. 
Among the Socratic writings, particular attention is paid to the con- 
trast developed in the Oeconomicus between Socrates and the gentleman 
Ischomachus, a contrast that clarifies the standard of kalokagathia, or 
 gentlemanliness, that Socrates is especially concerned to instill in his 
associates. Among the political writings, the greatest attention is paid 
to the Cyropaedia, considered in light of Machiavelli’s esteem and point- 
ers toward a radical interpretation. Pangle argues that Xenophon’s 
manifold corpus is best viewed as a kind of bipolar galaxy defined by 
Socrates in one hemisphere and Cyrus in the other. 

In Chapter 6, David O’Connor explores Xenophon’s account in the 
Memorabilia of Socrates’ self-sufficiency as it relates to his friendships 
with his associates. Xenophon does not offer a straightforward account 
but proceeds by presenting a diverse collection of different interpreta- 
tions of Socrates’ self-sufficiency, from both admirers and detractors, 
leaving his reader to triangulate from these mistaken or partial views to 
the authentic interpretation. The chapter considers three such views: 
Alcibiades aspires to a political version of self-sufficiency, which draws 
him toward political leadership and ultimately toward tyranny; Aristo- 
demus aspires to an atheistic version of self-sufficiency, which denies 
the relevance of divinities and divination to human life, so drawing him 
toward impiety; and Aristippus aspires to a transpolitical understand- 
ing of self-sufficiency, which involves a complete separation from po- 
litical life, thus rendering him indifferent to politics. Each of these 
interpretations and imitations of Socratic self-sufficiency distorts some 
central aspect of his way of life. To see how this is so, O'Connor exam- 
ines Socrates’ defense against the charge of Antiphon that his way of 
life brings misery to himself and his associates. Socrates claims that his 
own life involves an erotic self-sufficiency that does not lead to tyranny, 
impiety, or political indifference, and the chapter closes with a consid- 
eration of the coherence of these claims. 

One of Xenophon’s chief purposes in the Memorabilia is to defend 
Socrates against the charge, leveled against him at his trial, of corrupt- 
ing the youth. Donald Morrison offers a detailed examination of 
Socrates’ education of Euthydemus in book 4, our most extensive ac- 
count of how Socrates selects and educates his students. After consid- 
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ering how Socrates’ tactics as a moral educator vary from case to case 
depending upon the character of his interlocutor, Morrison takes up 
the problem of Socrates as a teacher of virtue. Xenophon’s Socrates, 
unlike Plato’s, openly professes to be a moral educator. But the Platonic 
Socrates has substantive moral opinions and does influence the char- 
acter and actions of his young associates; hence he too is a teacher of 
virtue in the ordinary sense. Both Plato and Xenophon are more 
acutely aware than their modern interpreters of the potentially cor- 
rupting effects of Socratic pedagogy, particularly his practice of the 
elenchus, on the young. 

The Oeconomicus is the only Socratic work of Xenophon’s that takes 
the form of a dialogue between Socrates and an interlocutor on a par- 
ticular subject. John Stevens shows how Socrates attempts to instill a 
certain kind of self-sufficiency in Critoboulos by relating the story of 
his encounter with Ischomachus, who was widely reputed to be the 
kaloskagathos, or perfect gentleman. It is not at all clear, however, that 
Socrates intended Critoboulos to learn self-sufficiency by imitating 
Ischomachus. The wife of Ischomachus, whose training occupies much 
of the dialogue, is, it is argued, the woman whom Callias married in the 
scandalous affair reported by Andocides (De myst. 119ff.). Moreover, 
Socrates’ characterization of his encounter with Ischomachus is cast 
as a response to the attack on Socratic education by Aristophanes in 
the Clouds. By presenting Critoboulos with an account of how a 
man merely “reputed” to be a gentleman manages his household with 
ruthless economy, Socrates suggests that the disrepute into which 
Ischomachus’ wife later falls might be due to Ischomachus’ failure to 
understand the “economy” of eros. Xenophon’s portrayal of Socratic 
moral education reveals it to be inextricably linked with Socratic 
eros, a subject of more direct interest to the amorous and impractical - 
Critoboulos. , 

In Part 2 we examine the Hellenistic appropriation of Socrates, be- 
ginning with three chapters that explore the early Stoics’ complex re- 
lation to Socrates and his philosophical heirs. 

In Chapter g9, Gisela Striker considers how the Stoics respond to 
Plato in developing their own account of Socratic ethics. Striker’s thesis 
is that the Stoics try to make their account immune to Plato’s criticism 
of Socratic theses they themselves accept; they in turn attack Plato 
where they think he has left Socratic ground, thereby producing an al- 
ternative version of certain doctrines that were developed by Plato in a 
different direction. Thus Socrates’ influence on the Stoics is not limited 
to certain attractive theses they seek to establish on independent 
grounds; rather, they seek to clarify these theses through reflection on 
Plato’s presentation. Striker supports this argument with a detailed ex- 
amination of two connected examples: first, the thesis that virtue 1s suf- 
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ficient for happiness; and second, that virtue is a kind of knowledge or 
craft, namely, knowledge of good and evil. Both ideas appear to be 
abandoned by Plato in his mature dialogues, and both are defended by 
the Stoics, in part by making more precise the reasoning employed by 
the Platonic Socrates. 

The next two chapters develop the thesis that the early Stoic schol- 
archs arrived at their theory of natural law through critical reflection 
on Socratic arguments. Although Xenophon’s influence in the early 
Hellenistic period has received little attention, Joseph DeFilippo and 
Phillip Mitsis argue in Chapter 10 that one crucial feature of the Stoic 
position originated in reflection on Xenophon’s account of Socrates’ 
natural teleology in Memorabilia 1.4, which provided Zeno and his 
followers with a Socratic warrant for their view of a rationally ordered 
nature structured by divine will. DeFilippo and Mitsis then consider 
how the Stoics interpreted Socrates as supporting a connection be- 
tween divine law and moral principles and as taking such moral prin- 
ciples as his guide for action. They conclude that the origins of natural 
law theory may be placed firmly within the framework of the Socratic 
movement. 

In Chapter 11, I attempt to identify the philosophical problems that 
Zeno sought to resolve in developing the theory of natural law that he 
presents in his Republic, the founding work of the natural law tradition. 
This theory, I argue, is intended to provide improved answers to ques- 
tions Plato considered in his Republic by making more precise and ex- 
plicit the teaching on natural justice that Plato gives to Socrates. The 
chapter first seeks to establish that the purpose of Zeno’s Republic is to 
illustrate the way of life that accords with natural law, and that this ex- 
plains its peculiar social structure and way of life. Next, I suggest that 
Zeno’s purpose in offering an account of his best regime, a “dream or 
image of a philosopher’s well-regulated regime” (in the words of Plu- 
tarch in De virtute Alexandri 329a—b), corresponds quite closely to Pla- 
to’s “best city in speech” in his Republic. Similarly, Zeno’s theory of 
natural law represents an attempted improvement over Plato's teaching 
on natural justice in the Republic. Finally, I argue that the institutional 
arrangements of Zeno’s best regime are best explained as a deliberate 
response to Plato’s paradox of the rule of the philosopher-kings. 

The next two chapters explore the sources and motivation of Arcesi- 
laus’ claim to find in Socrates’ dialectical practice the warrant for his 
own skepticism and suspension of judgment, or èmoyń. In Chapter 12, 
Julia Annas examines the plausibility of Arcesilaus’ interpretation of 
the skeptical Socrates as portrayed in Plato’s dialogues and shows how 
he could have met the most obvious apparent obstacles to this inter- 
pretation—Socrates’ quest for truth, his use of shared premises in ar- 
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gumentation, and his firm moral convictions. Annas then turns to the 
skeptical Academy’s interpretation of the project of Plato’s dialogues as 
entirely consistent with skepticism and offers a sympathetic account of 
the plausibility of this reading of Plato. 

Chapter 13 also is concerned with Arcesilaus’ relation to the Platonic 
Socrates but arrives at rather different conclusions. Defending the un- 
orthodox view that Arcesilaus was committed to epoché in his own name 
and not merely as a conclusion drawn solely from his interlocutors’ pre- 
mises and canons of logic, Christopher Shields attempts to clarify how 
Arcesilaus could have considered this view of epoché consistent with the 
dialectical practice of Socrates. He suggests several differences between 
the two—most importantly, Arcesilaus’ commitment to a much more 
general form of skeptical argumentation with stronger modal commit- 
ments than we find in the Platonic Socrates. 

In the final chapter of the volume, Voula Tsouna McKirahan offers 
a reassessment of the philosophical work of Antisthenes and Aristippus 
and of their relation to the Cynic and Cyrenaic schools of the early 
Hellenistic period. Beginning with the stance each Socratic adopts on 
pleasure and its relation to virtue, she argues that Antisthenes cannot | 
reasonably be characterized as a crude antihedonist nor Aristippus 
as a hedonist, concluding that their positions are more nuanced and 
less opposed than generally assumed. She then focuses on their doc- 
trines concerning political participation, exploring the way each devel- 
ops certain strands in Socrates’ attitude toward political participation 
as portrayed by Plato and Xenophon. She concludes by defending 
the plausibility of the ancient view that Antisthenes and Aristippus 
were in an important sense founders of the Cynic and Cyrenaic schools 
respectively. 

Although the other contributors should not be assumed to share the 
editor’s opinions as expressed in this Introduction, this volume reflects 
a collective consensus that study of the Socratic revolution in philoso- 
phy would benefit from a renewed investigation of the portrayal of 
Socrates outside the Platonic tradition. A collective effort on the part 
of fourteen scholars of different persuasions will necessarily betray a 
greater degree of accident in the choice of topics than a similar work 
from a single hand. Certainly there are subjects here absent that could 
enrich our investigations. But we hope that the volume will stimulate a 
renewed interest in the Socratics and will thus foster further investiga- 
tion of other neglected aspects of the Socratic movement.** 


431 would like to thank Diskin Clay, Michael Gillespie, and Gisela Striker for helpful 
advice on this Introduction. 


PART I 


Socrates in the Sokratikoi Logoi 
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The Origins of the 


Socratic Dialogue 


Diskin Clay 


1. Sokratikoi 


Socrates—Socratic, Pythagoras—Pythagorean, Plato—Platonic, Ep- 
icurus—Epicurean: some philosophers have a way of becoming adjec- 
tives, and their followers substantives. In their transformation first into 
adjectives and then into substantives these philosophers are usually 
transformed into a philosophy or a school; only rarely are they trans- 
formed into a way of life.' But none (so far as I know), except Socrates, 
has lent his name to a genre of literature that is the mimesis of a philo- 
sophical life. | 

The first attestation of the adjective Zwkpatukdc appears not in 
the writings of the “Socratics” but in Aristotle, who refers to the 2wk- 
patikol A6you along with the mimes of Sophron and Xenarchus as a 
recognizable yet nameless genre of Greek “poetry” (Poet. 2, 1447b11). 
Aristotle’s difficulty is that Greek failed to recognize the generic term 
crucial to the philosopher and critic of poetry. If mimesis, and not 
meter, is the critical concept that grounds a description of both the po- 
etic and the prose forms that imitate humans in action, then some 
prose works are the proper subject of a larger theory of mimesis, which 
would include both the por of Sophron and the genre Aristotle iden- 
tifies as that of the Sdkratikoi logoi; and these would be included along 


! As in the case of the Pythagorean mode of life (Biog) described by Plato in Republic 10, 
600b. 
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with music, dance, and painting in a vastly extended theory of mo- 
NtKT as mimesis. Greek was inadequate to Aristotle’s theory because it 
did not recognize the mimes of Sophron and Xenarchus or the Sõkrati- 
koi logoi as “poetic,” that is, mimetic. Like Sophron, the authors of 
Sõkratikoi logoi were ÙÌOomoroi. 

But what precisely does the adjective “Socratic” mean? Were these 
logoi Socratic in that they resembled the kind of discourse Socrates gave 
his name to—that is, the heuristic method of question by someone who 
professes to be asking more than rhetorical questions, and answers by 
someone who might or might not be able to produce a satisfactory re- 
sponse? This was indeed a feature of some of the Sokratikoi logoi, but 
Aristotle’s conception of poetry as mimesis and the term mimoi suggest 
a larger interpretation of the adjective: just as the mimes of Sophron 
represented the different sexes and the variety of human types en- 
gaged in their characteristic pursuits, the authors of Sékratikoi logoi im- 
itated the character of Socrates as he engaged in his characteristic 
manner of conversation and interrogation. 

But Aristotle’s association of the Sicilian mime with the imitations of 
the conversations of Socrates seems to suggest even more, and at the 
same time to create a problem for an assessment of the literary char- 
acter of the Sõkratikoi logoi. The fragments of the mimes of Sophron 
(and the scant testimonia for the mimes of Xenarchus) leave absolutely 
no doubt that his representations of men and women were of lower- 
class men and women, speaking in a Doric dialect of great interest to 
later grammarians, and, in Greek terms, fundamentally comic charac- 
ters. They can be said to represent a low representation of low charac- 
ters, or, in the words of the “Tractatus Coislinianus,” “the imitation of 
an action that is laughable and without any grandeur.”* Presumably 
the mimesis of Socrates and his conversations by the writers of the 
Sokratikoi logoi was on a higher level both in the object of its imitation 
and in its language. But in search of the origins of the Socratic dialogue 
it is well to keep in mind Aristotle’s significant pairing of the Sophronic 
mime and the Socratic dialogue, for this is the beginning of the tradi- 
tion that associates Plato with the Sicilian mime of Sophron. 

There were Socratics and Socratics. I am interested in Plato and the 
associates of Socrates who composed Sokratikoi logot, or the Attic mimes 


*kopwdia oti piunous mpc&EEws yeholac Kai åuoipov peyéou i iti 
R. Janko, Aristotle on Comedy: Towards a Remok o Poetics 2 Bakad a pe 
geles, 1984), p. 23. Mimes are one category of dramatic or “practical” mimesis for the 
Tractatus,” and diminutives such as Zwkpatiðiov (3.2.1) are a source of laughter. In Po- 
elcs 1449a3 1-32, Aristotle speaks of comedy as the representation of men of the meaner 
sort but a representation that does not encompass every kind of vice (mog 
laa as OU pévtoL KATA maoav Kakiav). For an exploration of Aristotle’s opinion of 
e 
low character of the comedian that matched t j is imitati 
“Zmovdatoc and Teleology in the Poetics,” TAPAA 1 K Hehe ae ae 
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of Socrates’ life and conversations. There were other “Socratics” who 
imitated him in another medium—that of their dress, manners, and 
conversation. Well before Aristotle applied the adjective Socratic to the 
Socratic dialogues a comic poet coined the verb “to Socratize” (owk- 
pate) for the followers of Socrates: they “aped the manners of Sparta, 
let their hair grow long, went hungry, refused to wash, ‘Socratized,’ and 
carried walking sticks.”® Such a Socratic was Chaerephon, and Apol- 
lodorus of the Symposium (cf. 173d) was his fellow; Menedemus of Er- 
etria and Epictetus and Lucian’s Demonax of Athens number among 
their distant descendants. All of these were faithful imitators of Soc- 
rates in that they left no record of their thought in the written word, 
something that distinguishes them from the other Socratics with whom 
we are now engaged.” | 

Most of the other Socratics, both great and small, associated with 
Socrates during his lifetime and left memorials of his life after his 
death and, if we are to trust anecdotes, even when he was alive.” How 
faithful these Socratics were in their literary imitation of Socrates and 
his conversations is an open question, but not even the most avid bi- 
ographer of biography in antiquity can make them out as Boswells 
to Socrates’ Dr. Johnson. And we are entitled to ask if these Socratics 
were genuine Socratics in even their non-Socratic writings. Were Xeno- 
phon’s Anabasis or Cyropaedia and Antisthenes’ Cyrus or Heracles So- 
cratic writings? Socrates appears in none of these quasi-philosophical 
writings (except by indirection in Xenophon’s Cyropaedia),° but does his 
absence disqualify these writings as Socratic? Aristotle would surely 
have answered that it does, for the simple reason that Socrates did not 
figure as an object of imitation in those writers whose thought he 


might have influenced. 


npiv èv yap oikioat oe tHvbe tiv nóv / EXAkwWvdpavouv Grtavtes AvOpwxot tte, / 
éexGuwv éneivov EppbrMv EowKpdtovv/oKkutdAu’ Epdpovv, A. Av. 1280—83 (on Athens be- 
fore Peisthetairos’ foundation of Nephelokokygyia). There is also the word owxpatitewv, 
which Koerte restored in a papyrus fragment from Eupolis’ Demoi, but in Colin Austin’s 
new text it no longer yields these letters; cf. Eupolis fr. 99.1 14—17 PCG 5:351. For the lost 
participle, see Koerte in “Fragment einer Handschrift der Demen,” Hermes 47 (1912): 
291 and SSR 1.a.11.5 (1:5). 

4Some of the Socratics who imitated Socrates in his manner and dress and, most im- 
portant, in his decision to leave no written record of his thought are presented by Klaus 
Döring in Exemplum Socratis: Studien zur Sokratesnachuirkung in der kynisch-stowchen Popu- 
larphilosophie der frühen Kasierzeit und im frühen Christentum, Hermes Einzelschriften 42 
(Wiesbaden, 1979). Epictetus was perhaps the most impressive of these (Döring, pp. 43— 
79). As a consequence of his decision not to convey his thought in writing, Arrian can 
imitate Xenophon, one of the most important of the literary Socratics, in recording his 
conversations. 

The anecdote concerning Socrates’ reaction to Plato’s Lysis is part of the genre of an- 
ecdote in which the living character criticizes his memorialist; cf. D.L. 3.35 and A. S. Re- 
ginos, Platonica: The Anecdotes Concerning the Life and Writings of Plato, Columbia Studies 


in the Classical Tradition 3 (Leiden 1976), anecdote 17, p. 55. 
63.3.1.10-14 and 38—40, where he appears in the guise of an Armenian sophist. 
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How many Socratics were there, and how many of these wrote 
Sdkratikot logoi? In the second, enlarged edition of Gabriele Giannan- 
toni’s Socratis et Socraticorum Reliquiae there are now entries for some 
Seventy Socratics. It is not surprising that Plato and Xenophon are 
missing from this collection. Two of the other “major” Socratics (cf. 
ot Kopuvdardtator in D.L. 2.47), Antisthenes and Aeschines, are now 
represented. (Aeschines was missing from the first edition, entitled 
Socraticorum Reliquiae.) No one would have looked for the comic poets 
of fifth-century Athens in a Socraticorum Reliquiae, but in the enlarged 
Socratis et Socraticorum Reliquiae they appear along with the dramatic di- 
alogues of Lucian in which Socrates and his companions return to the 
stage, as do the minor fifth-century Socratics now represented in vol- 
ume 2. There are also the followers of Phaedo of Elis, Menedemus of 
Eretria, and Aristippus of Cyrene, who do not have separate entries. 

We encounter one of the first groupings of the companions of 
Socrates in Plato,’ but before he achieved his lasting fame as the 
most brilliant exponent of the Socratic dialogue, Plato figures as a 
minor Socratic. At the moment of Socrates’ death and for a genera- 
tion later, he was by no means the best known of the Socratics. But 
Plato was a presence during Socrates’ life. He was evidently present in 
court when Socrates was tried for impiety; Socrates could point to him 
as one of the young Athenians he had not corrupted (Ap. 34a). Plato, 
who was twenty-eight when Socrates stood trial, is named with three 
other young Athenians (Theodotus, Theages, and Apollodorus) and 
accorded no pride of place even by his own reckoning. He is conspic- 
uously absent from the group of faithful companions who gathered in 
prison for a last time on the day of Socrates’ execution: Phaedo of Elis, 
Apollodorus, Crito and his son Critoboulus, Hermogenes, Epigenes, 
Aeschines, and Antisthenes. To this list Phaedo adds: “Also there were 
Ctesippus of the deme of Paeania and Menexenus and other Athe- 
nians. Plato, I think, was sick” (Pl. Phd.59b). Counting Simmias, Cebes, 
and Phaedonides from Thebes, Eucleides and Terpsion from Megara, 
and Aristippus and Cleombrotus, who were detained on Aegina, Plato 
is simply one in a large group of Socratics, seventeen of whom are 
named by Phaedo in his narrative as being present on Socrates’ last day. 
But Phaedo’s “Plato, I think, was sick” makes it clear that he could be 
reasonably expected among the close companions of Socrates. 


7In SSR 1.h.1—3 (1:343-44), Giannantoni gives some other groupings of the Socratics, 
but he does not include Apology 34a. Still another grouping is given in SSR 1.h.5 (D.L. 


2.47). 
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Years after Socrates’ death, when Xenophon composed his second 
apology for Socrates in Memorabilia 1.1—2, Plato does not even f igure in 
Xenophon’s list of Socrates’ associates (ôpàntai, Mem. 1.2.48), which 
includes Crito, Chaerephon, Chaerecrates, Hermogenes, Simmias, 
Cebes, and Phaedonides but excludes Antisthenes and Aeschines as 
well as Plato and Xenophon himself—the four major literary Socratics. 
Plato seems to reciprocate for this glaring omission. Xenophon is never 
named in his dialogues, and in the Phaedo it is not said that “Xeno- 
phon, I believe, was with the army of Cyrus in Asia Minor.” Plato, on 
the other hand, is mentioned once in the writings of Xenophon. In 
Memorabilia 2.6.1 he is named in passing as the brother of Glaucon, 
a young man in whom Socrates had taken an interest. But Xeno- 
phon also makes it clear that Socrates was interested in Glaucon for the 
sake of Plato. The virtually total silence of Xenophon regarding Plato 
and Plato’s total silence regarding Xenophon are answered by the titles 
of some of Xenophon’s Socratic dialogues that are clearly meant to 
rival the homonymous dialogues of Plato, such as the Symposium and 
the Apology.® 

In the changing circles of the Socratics, the name of Plato does not 
stand out conspicuously—even in his own modest presentation of him- 
self in dialogues where he never speaks. Plato was a Socratic and at the 
moment of Socrates’ death a minor Socratic: he was certainly younger 
than one of the four Socratics who came to stand out among the 
Socratics later in antiquity, Antisthenes. Aeschines’ dates are not fixed, 
but an argument can be made that he began to write Socratic dialogues 
before Plato or at least that he elaborated a representation of Socratic 
eros before Plato.? And we shall see that Plato does not figure in the 
tradition of the “first discoverer” of the dramatic rather than the nar- 
rative representation of Socrates’ conversations. Simon the shoemaker, 
the mysterious Alexamenus of Teos, and even Xenophon all had claims 


The long tradition of the rivalry between Plato and Xenophon was inspired in part 
by their virtually total silence on one another and in part by the titles of Xenophon’s 
Socratic writings that challenge comparison with Plato. Herodicus in his vituperation of 
Plato makes strong claims for such a rivalry (cf. Ath. 11.505c), and Diogenes Laertius 
devotes a paragraph to the topic in his life of Plato (D.L. 3.34; cf. 2.57). Ingemar Düring 
has presented Herodicus’ hostile account of the relations between Plato and Xenophon 
in Herodicus the Cratetean (Stockholm, 1941), pp. 24—26. In an appendix to SSR (ih. 
[1:358—73]), Giannantoni gives a long catalogue of the passages in the Platonic dialogues 
that have been spotted (by Karl Joél especially) as allusions to other Socratics. Of these, 
Antisthenes is clearly the most popular phantom, but Xenophon does not figure even in 
Giannantont’s catalogue. Se l 

9And it has been made persuasively by Barbara Ehlers in Eine vorplatonische Deutung 
des sokratischen Eros: Der Dialog Aspasia des Sokratikers Aischines, Zetemata 41 (Munich, 
1966), and the consequences are persuasively exploited by Charles Kahn in Chapter 3 of 
this volume. 
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on the honor of inventing the type of dialogue in which Socrates’ con- 
versations are directly and “mimetically” represented; and it is quite 
apparent from Aeschines’ Alcibiades and Aristippus’ mysterious Heros- 
trophus that Plato was not the first to write a “narrative” dialogue. 

It is also clear from the mere titles of the works of his three greatest 
rivals in the genre of the Socratic dialogue that Plato’s literary ambi- 
tions were limited to the dialogue form and for the most part to the 
Socratic dialogue or, to speak with needed caution, the dialogues in 
which Socrates is the main speaker. From the fragments of Antisthenes 
alone it is very difficult to see that Socrates played a great part in the 
dialogues that were the most significant portion of his vast literary pro- 
duction, and it would seem that Antisthenes’ ethical models were not 
Socrates but Odysseus, Cyrus the Great, and Heracles. Despite the an- 
tique praise of his devotion to the “Socratic genre,” ” it is not absolutely 
clear that Socrates played a role in all of Aeschines’ seven dialogues. 
Xenophon wrote in many other genres than the dialogue or the 
Socratic dialogue. 

In a later age, Plato came to be considered as one of the four “major” 
Socratics and the greatest of these, even as Socrates had become Pla- 
tonic and was known as a philosopher mainly from the Platonic dia- 
logues. But if we exert an effort of imagination and return to the 
moment when Plato began to write, whenever that was, we realize that 
the Socratic dialogue was already a recognized genre. Many of the 
companions who gathered together in Socrates’ prison on the day of 
his execution were credited with dialogues, and some of these dia- 
logues were Socratic dialogues in that they were—or purported to be— 
records of Socrates’ conversation. But it is difficult to assess how many 
of these Socratics wrote Sõkratikoi logoi in the strict sense given this term 
in Aristotle’s Poetics—that is, dramatic representations of Socrates in 
conversation and in action. Of the eighteen Socratics named by Phaedo 
of Elis in Plato’s Phaedo, nine imitated Socrates in not writing Socratic 
dialogues; nine imitated Socrates in writing Socratic dialogues. 

In the time of Diogenes Laertius and in the mind of Diogenes Laer- 
tius the mark of being a literary Socratic was to write dialogues. To re- 
view the nine literary Socratics we know first from Plato’s Phaedo and 
then from Diogenes in roughly Phaedo’s order we can reconstruct a 
late tradition of what it meant to be a literary Socratic. First, Phaedo 
himself, Plato’s memorialist for what was said and done during 
Socrates’ last day (cf. Phd. 58c), is given two “genuine” dialogues by Di- 
ogenes Laertius (2.105 = SSR 3.a.8), the Zopyrus and Simon. His Nicias 
was disputed, as were still others. Like the great majority of Plato’s 
Socratic dialogues, the dialogues of Phaedo are identified by the name 


M16... . Swe kahoúpevov elðoç Ewkpatıkóv, ps.-Demetr. Eloc. 297. 
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of Socrates’ interlocutor rather than by the subject of their conversa- 
tion. Aulus Gellius knew of readers of his dialogues and might have 
read some himself. He certainly knew that they involved Socrates (“ser- 
mones eius de Socrate admodum elegantes legunter,” NA 2.18 = SSR 
3.a.3). The only dialogue ever identified by a quotation is Phaedo’s Zo- 
pyrus.'' It begins with a dramatic address of Socrates: Socrates, people 
say that the youngest son of the king gave a lion cub as a gift to a friend 
(SSR 3.4.11). It clearly reflects a theme common among the first gen- 
eration of the Socratics—a fascination with Persia and its empire. 
Phaedo names ten Athenians (€mty@ptour) as present at Socrates’ 
death, and there were still others he does not name. Three of those 
Phaedo names wrote Socratic dialogues: Crito, Aeschines, and Antis- 
thenes. Plato, who was ill, makes eleven and four. For Crito we have no 
fragments, only titles. Diogenes Laertius speaks of a single volume con- 
taining seventeen dialogues. Only one has a personal name as a title. 
This is Protagoras: or, The Statesman (D.L. 2.121 = SSR 6.b.42). There is 
also the curious detail in the Suda concerning Crito, “The philoso- 
pher”: €ypawe ZwKpdtous arodoyiav, “He wrote a defense of Socra- 
tes” (SSR 6.b.43). Since there is no definite article, this must mean 
that Crito was thought to have written an apology for Socrates. If this 
is the case, we might have an explanation for the perplexing plural in 
the opening of Xenophon’s Apology: yeypadaot wev OVV . +. kat GAAOL, 
“Others have written [a defense] as well” (1). Plato’s Crito is the only 
dialogue that can qualify as Crito’s apology for Socrates, since Crito was 
the only Socratic present at this conversation in which Socrates justi- 
fied his decision to stay in prison. If this is the case and if the notice 
that Crito wrote an “apology” for Socrates is based on the conjecture 
that Plato derived his knowledge of Crito’s conversation with Socrates 
from Crito, the plural “others” in Xenophon remains a mystery unless 
it was intended to deflect attention from Plato. In any case, the devoted 
Crito can now teach us nothing about the origins of Socratic dialogue. 
We will return to Aeschines, who, after Plato, Xenophon—and Aris- 
tophanes—is the only author of Socratic dialogues whose writings can 
offer us a glimpse of his talents. It is enough to commemorate now 
some of his titles: Callias (the wealthy Athenian in whose house Plato’s 
Protagoras is set), Aspasia (the companion and mistress of Pericles, who 
inspired both Plato’s Menexenus and Antisthenes Aspasia), and Alcibia- 
des—another favorite of the literary Socratics. ^ Antisthenes is a more 


"SSR 3.a.9—11. Seneca quotes a striking sentence from a dialogue of Phaedo’s in 
which Phaedo artfully compared the insensible effect of the words and very presence of 
the wise to the bite of an insect that is not felt and is recognized only when a welt appears 

Ep. 94.41 = SSR 3.a.12). 7 l 
i MeO ther than Aeschines’ Alcibiades, we have an Alcibiades from Antisthenes (SSR 
5.a.198—202; cf. 5.a.141) and an Alcibiades from Eucliedes (SSR 3.a.10) and Phaedo (SSR 
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difficult case. Despite the evidence of proper names as titles for his di- 
alogues (an Aspasia, an Alcibiades, and a Menexenus), Socrates’ name is 
hardly mentioned in later accounts of his dialogues; but we do have his 
Sathon—or The Pecker—a dialogue whose title is an obscene pun on the 
name Plato and the unique Socratic dialogue in which Plato might 
have played a role. 

From this point in Phaedo’s listing we lose titles but gain in the num- 
ber of books attributed to Socrates’ companions. For Simmias of Thebes 
we have twenty-three dialogues in a single roll, all on various topics and 
none with a personal name as its title (D.L. 2.123). His fellow country- 
man, Cebes, gives us only three (D.L. 2.125). We then travel west to 
Megara, where we encounter Eucliedes, who is given six dialogues by 
Diogenes (2.108 = SSR 2.a.10), three or four of which seem at home— 
if only as titles—among the dialogues of the first generation of the 
Socratics: an Aeschines, a Crito, an Alcibiades, and an Eroticus, but in our 
fragments the only voice we hear is that of Eucliedes. 

We then cross the Saronic Gulf to Aegina, where we find Aristippus, 
who was later reviled for being there and not in Athens and in Socrates’ 
prison on the day of his death. Most of his writings are now no more 
than titles indicating an interest in a great variety of philosophical top- 
ics addressed to a variety of persons, including Socrates." He is cred- 
ited with some twenty-five dialogues, written in both Attic and Doric. 
His dialogues in Doric are surely ancient inventions,'* but the dialect 
does connect with the tradition linking Sophron with the Sékratikoi lo- 
got. Among his titles there are very few proper names: a Hermeias, an 
Artabazus, and a Philomelus. One anecdote is revealing for his credit in 
antiquity as a writer of Sokratikoi logoi; Dionysios the Elder was said to 
have kept him under house arrest because he had become an expert in 
Socratic conversations. 


3.a.8). There are the two dialogues of that title in the Platonic corpus, and if either one 
or both are spurious, we have still more Socratic dialogues either by Plato and an anon- 
ymous hand or by anonymous hands. Alcibiades looms large in Plato’s Symposium (212b— 
223a), where his award of a crown to Socrates seems to represent Plato’s version of 
Socrates’ award of a trophy to Alcibiades in Antisthenes’ Alcibiades. The treatment of 
Alcibiades among the Socratics has been explored by Heinrich Dittmar in Aischines 
von Sphettos: Studien zur Literaturgeschichte der Sokratiker, Untersuchungen und Fragmente 
Philologische Untersuchungen 21 (Berlin, 1912), pp. 65-177. 

Listed in D.L. 2.84—85 = SSR 6.a.144. 

"The single example of a writing with some Doric forms is SSR 6.a.225 = Socratic 
Epistle 16 Orelli (= 16 in L. Köhler, Die Briefe des Sokrates und der Sokratiker, Philo- 
logus Supplementband 20.2 (Leipzig, 1928)). 

Loyov EXWEANTiy tov Lwokpatikwv, SSR 4.a.222. The term epimelétés is the correct one 
for such a Socratic; it describes Apollodorus at the beginning of Plato’s Symposium (172a, 
c). It does not mean, of course, that he wrote these conversations down, any more than 


did Apollodorus. 
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One of his fragments, from a Syriac source, represents a dialogue be- 
tween Socrates and an otherwise unknown interlocutor by the name of 
Herostrophus.’© Frigid is perhaps too warm a word to describe the lit- 
erary style of the exchange between Herostrophus and Socrates, but 
we must judge Aristippus’ style at two removes, as the beginning of this 
dialogue has been translated from Greek into Syriac, and from Syriac 
into Italian. Even so, the form of this dialogue and its hypothesis are of 
some interest. Herostrophus has apparently been brought to Athens by 
Socrates’ reputation, as was Aristippus himself (cf. D.L. 2.65: a&@ty- 
uévoc © ’Adjvate... katà KAé€og ZwKpatouc). The dialogue is a dia- 
logue with only two participants and is narrative in form. We must 
have its opening words: “Socrates says: ‘Herostrophus, what is the oc- 
casion that has brought you to me? ” The present tense is odd for a 
narrative dialogue; I know of no other examples. Herostrophus replies 
that it is Socrates’ fame as a philosopher. It is very unlikely that the 
Herostrophus is actually the work of Aristippus, but our Syriac dialogue 
gives us still another bit of evidence for the fascination the Socratic di- 
alogue held for ancient writers and rhetoricians. '” 

We have scarcely any evidence for reported conversation from the 
other fragments of Aristippus. In some of the fragments of his On the 
Sensuality of Our Ancestors (epi nadauas tpuphs) a sentence of Xeno- 
phon is reported directly, but we do not know in what context. '8 All that 
can be concluded from our very meager evidence for Aristippus as an 
author of Sdkratikoi logoi is that the form of his twenty-five dialogues was 
so indistinct that it was lost in transmission and that his Herostrophus (for 
which we have no evidence beyond its Syriac translation) does not lay a 
claim on the title as the first dramatic rendition of Socrates’ conversa- 
tions. Indeed, it is likely to be a production from much later in antiquity. 

We return to Athens and Plato, “who was ill,” Xenophon, who was 
with the Greek mercenaries in the defeated army of Cyrus in Asia Mi- 


SSR 4.a.159. The fragment was first edited by P. A. Lagarde, Analecta Syriaca 
(Leipzig, 1858), pp. 158—67. There is a German translation of this dialogue by V. Ryssel, 
“Der pseudosokratische Dialog über die Seele,” RhM 48 (1893): 175-95. In his commen- 
tary on the Greek original implied by the Syriac, Ryssel makes it abundantly clear why 
this fiction must be post-Aristotelian. His full version of the Syriac original also makes it 
clear that there are three more narrative intrusions after the introduction (all in the past 
tense); cf. pp. 186, 187, and 195. Giannantoni first published a partial Italian translation 
in I Cirenaici (Florence, 1958), pp. 265-69. 

17A very recent entry in the catalogue of pseudepigraphic Socratic dialogues is Köln 
papyrus 205, edited by M. Gronewald in Kölner Papyri 5 (1985): 33—53- Gronewald dates 
the script of this papyrus to the third century B.C., its language to the fourth. We have 
here an apparently dramatic dialogue between Socrates and a single companion set in 
the period between Socrates’ condemnation and execution. The conversation centers on 
the fear of death. Gronewald suggests that it might originate in one of the Cyrenaics— 
possibly Hegesias “Peisithanatos” (p. 50 n.4). 

'8D.L. 2.49 = SSR 4.a.154. 
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nor, and, finally, Simon, who, if he was not dead, was working at his last 
in Athens. This Simon seems to have had a shop in the agora of ancient 
Athens. The shop has been excavated, and Simon has been identified 
as its proprietor, but we do not have a single word from any of his 
dialogues.'? He seems to have recorded Socrates’ conversations in a 
book of dialogues that he—or others—called Cobbler’s Talk (or perhaps 
Conversations at the Cobbler’s Shop). Plato’s Socrates is notorious for his 
interest in cobblers, but none of his dialogues and none of the Sékratikoi 
logoi (except Xenophon’s Memorabilia 4.2.1) have their setting at a cob- 
bler’s shop. 

Diogenes Laertius tells us virtually all we know of Simon and pre- 
serves the learned tradition that he was first to record Socrates’ con- 
versations in the form of a dramatic dialogue (if this is the meaning of 
the curious expression mp@toc Siedéy Oy in 2.12 3). His thirty-three di- 
alogues were contained in a single roll, and they must have been short. 
Like the works of many other Socratics, and like the conversations re- 
corded in Xenophon’s Memorabilia, his dialogues were more easily de- 
scribed by the subject of the conversation recorded. As the true 
inventor of the Socratic dialogue in its purely mimetic and dramatic 
form, he seems to have preferred the immediacy of the spoken word to 
the editorial presentation of a conversation that has to be recalled ei- 
ther by another or by Socrates himself. 


3. The “Invention” of the Socratic Dialogue 


‘There was, of course, a contest over the title of the inventor of the 
Socratic dialogue as a literary genre. Diogenes Laertius recognizes the 
claims of four contestants. Three of these are Socratics. The fourth is a 


'°The archaeological evidence has created quite a stir among archaeologists, but not 
yet among students of ancient philosophy. There are a number of fragments of evidence 
pointing to the activity of a fifth-century cobbler by the name of Simon just outside the 
Agora: the base of a black-glazed cylix identified by a graffito as the property of Simon; 
a number of hobnails and eyelets of bone for fastening boots discovered in a shop in a 
triangular complex near the Tholos. But the connection between this drinking cup, these 
hobnails, and the Simon associated with Socrates is made at best out of a gossamer web 
of hope. This material is illustrated in M. Lang, Socrates in the Agora (Excavations of the 
Athenian Agora, Picture Book no. 17 (Princeton, 1978), fig. 13; and J. M. Camp, The 
Athenian Agora: Excavations in the Heart of Classical Athens (London, 1986), pp. 145-47 
The finds are reported by H. A. Thompson, “Excavations in the Athenian Agora: 1953 » 
Hesperia 23 (1954): 51—54, and “Excavations in the Athenian Agora: 1954,” Hesperia 24 
(1955): 54, and The Athenian Agora? (Athens, 1962), p. 112. The cylix base is on display 
in case 38 of the Agora Museum (p22998). Only recently has a student of ancient phi- 
losophy hailed this distant evidence; cf. R. S. Brumbaugh, “Simon and Socrates,” AP 11 
(1991): 151-52. Ronald F. Hock, writing in 1976, could dispense with the archaeological 
evidence and concentrate on the Cynic appropriation of Simon in the Socratic letters: 
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mystery. One claim is that of the cobbler Simon, as we have just seen: 
“He was the first, it is related, to record Socrates’ conversations in pure 
dialogue form” (ovtoc, paoi, mpmMtoc ðrehéy ðn tovs AGyous tovs Ewkpa- 
tukOUG (D.L. 2.123 = SSR 6.b.87). This tradition seems to recognize 
tacitly the claim of some anonymous writer to be the first to write nar- 
ratives of Socratic conversations. The second claimant recognized by 
Diogenes is Alexamenus of Teos: “They say that Zeno of Elea was first 
to write dialogues. But Aristotle in the first book of his On Poets says 
that it was Alexamenus of Styra or Teos. My authority is Favorinus in 
his Memorabilia. But in my view Plato ought to be awarded the prize of 
priority both for discovery and for the beauty of the genre, since he 
brought it to its perfection” (D.L. 3.48).7° Athenaeus is an indirect wit- 
ness to this same tradition, and he produces a quotation from Aristo- 
tle’s dialogue On Poets to make a point against Plato.*' His text is dif- 
ficult, but its sense is that Alexamenus of Teos was the first to write 
Socratic dialogues and that these were a form of mimesis in prose—like 
the mimes of Sophron. We now have the claim confirmed and disputed 
by a literary treatise from Oxyrhynchus, where we read that [Plato] im- 
itated Sophron the pusoypados in the dramatic character of his dia- 
logues, and are warned against the malicious claim of Aristotle (in the 
first book of his “Poetics”) that before Plato dramatic dialogues were 
composed by Alexamenus—of Teos. The terms of this discussion of mi- 
mesis derive ultimately from Socrates’ discussion of the style of poetic 
narrative in book 3 of the Republic (392d), and they will claim our at- 
tention later. The last claimant is Xenophon, whose Memorabilia Dio- 
genes took to be the first publication of the transcripts of Socrates’ 
conversations (2.48). 


4. Syracusan Mimes and Sicilian Comedy 


But the fundamental question posed by the genre of the Sdkratikon 
logoi is not who claims the honor of having first invented it, for we learn 
nothing from the answer Alexamenus of Teos or Simon the cobbler. 
We should ask rather what genre of Greek literature the Sdkratikoi logoi 
were modeled on. In the case of Plato’s Socratic dialogues, the answer 


“Simon the Shoemaker as an Ideal Cynic,” GRBS 17 (1976): 41—54. Interestingly, the tra- 
dition of simple Simon the copyist of philosophical conversations held in his own shop is 
reproduced in the case of Homer the copyist of anecdotes in the shop of a leatherworker 
in the Herodotean life of Homer; cf. T. W. Allen, ed., Homeri Opera (Oxford, 1912), 
5:197.114—16. 

2°It seems to have been the tendency of the biographers to make the innovator in a 
genre its “inventor”; cf. J. A. Fairweather, “Fiction in the Biographies of Ancient Writ- 
ers,” Ancient Society 5 (1974): 264—65. 

2'Fr. 205, Rose. 
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of the ancient critics who asked this question was clearly Sophron. Ar- 
istotle had made the connection between the Sdkratikoi logoi and the 
Syracusan mimes of Sophron and his son Xenarchus long before the 
anecdotal tradition connecting Plato and Sophron had come to life, 
both in the Poetics (1, 1447b9) and in his early dialogue On Poets, where 
we find a statement of one of the interlocutors (preserved for better or 
worse in Athenaeus) who draws the following inference: “Should we 
not then deny that the so-called Mimes of Sophron, which are not even 
in meter, are conversations and that the imitations [yuysyjoets] of Alex- 
amenus of Teos, which are the first Socratic conversations that have 
been written down, are conversations??? The connection between 
Plato and Sophron seems to have been first drawn by Duris of Samos, 
who studied with Theophrastus. In one of his derisory remarks about 
Plato he claims that the great philosopher had Sophron’s mimes con- 
stantly in his hands.** The contrast between Plato the philosopher and 
the low mimes of Sophron is obviously meant to humble Plato by bring- 
ing him ignominiously to earth. The anecdote is retold by a number of 
authors, and it gains a number of vivid details as it grows. In one ver- 
sion, Plato kept the mimes of Sophron under his pillow even in the last 
year of his life.?* 

But the accretion that attracts attention is the statement that Plato 
used the mimes of Sophron as the literary model for the dramatic char- 
acter portrayal in his own dialogues—xai )PoTotnoaL npòs Ad’T@V.?> 
These fables present in the emblematic form of ancient anecdotes a 
judgment on the literary character of the Platonic dialogue. The Pla- 
tonic dialogues can be described as imitations of human characters in 


*“2odKovv ode éupetpous toù kahovpévoug Tadppovos pious uù põpev eivai Adyous 
kai pyuýoerg, Ñ tos "AAeEauevou tov Thiov tots mputous ypapévtas TOV LwKpatuK@V 
dvakdywv; Ath. 11.505a = Aris. fr. 72 Rose. Michael Haslam discusses the many diffi- 
culties.of this text (which are not at bottom textual) in “Plato, Sophron, and the Dramatic 
Dialogue,” BICS 19 (1972): 17—18. Since Aristotle’s dialogue On Poets is itself dramatic, 
Otto Jahn’s emendation of oi/kovv in a question for évKovv in a statement helps recover 
the sense of the passage; cf. J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles? (Oxford, 1959), pp. 430— 
35. The pairing of mimous/logous (Sophron) and miméseis/logous (Alexamenus) reveals Ar- 
istotle’s early engagement with the critical habit of restricting mimesis to poetry. If there 
can be conversations that are mimetic and mimes that are conversational, mimesis can- 
not be restricted to poetry; cf. Poet. 1, 1447b13: of GvOpwxot ye ovvántovtes TO WETPW TO 
move tv. The restriction of poetry to meter seems to be the position of the interlocutor in 
Aristotle’s On Poets. 

*"Ath. 11.504b = FGrHist 11.a.76. 

*4Where, perhaps, they kept company with the writing tablet containing a number of 
versions of the beginning of the Republic; cf. Quint. Inst. 1.10.17. The full tradition is set 
out by Hermann Reich in Der Mimus: Ein litterarentuichelungsgeschichtlicher Versuch (Berlin, 
1903), pp. 381—82, as in Reginos (above, note 5), pp. 174—76. 

2°D.L. 3.18, repeated in Tzetz. Chil. 10.809 and 11.8—10, in the edition of P A. M. Le- 
one (Naples, 1968). 
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prose that are not narrative but are articulated in question and an- 
swer—or dialogue. Where, then, the ancient critic asked, did Plato dis- 
cover the model for them? He found his answer in the mimes of 
Sophron, which are dramatic imitations of a variety of human charac- 
ter types. This genealogy of the literary form of the Platonic dialogue 
is reinforced by the historical connection of Plato with Syracuse and the 
court of Dionysius I and II.7° But this connection presents a curious 
historical problem. Plato first visited Sicily and Syracuse in ca. 390— 
387. His return to Athens in 387 would be the date of his introduction 
of the indigenous mimes of Sophron to an Athenian audience.”’ But if 
this is the case, he would have gone without a model for any of the dra- 
matic dialogues he wrote during the twelve years after Socrates’ death. 
The anecdotes of Plato and Sophron make pretty reading and difficult 
literary history. They have a hostile beginning in Duris of Samos, but as 
literary criticism these anecdotes neglect much more than they ex- 
plain. If the Sicilian mimes of Sophron provide a model for Plato’s dra- 
matic dialogues, they also make 387 a terminus post quem for dramatic 
dialogues such as the Lysis. And this literary history neglects the fact 
that Aeschines had already been writing dramatic dialogues. 

Anecdotal criticism also disregards the fact that Sophron imitated 
not contemporaries but humble, and therefore, comic, types. His 
mimes divide into two natural categories: male and female; and their 
titles are perhaps as revealing of their character as the fragments col- 
lected under them. We have evidence for the following: Sorceress (or 
Healer), Mother-in-law, Women at the Isthmian Games, The Tuna Fishers, 
and The Fisher and the Farmer. These Sicilian mimes stand a world apart 
from the world captured and recalled in the Sdkratikoi logoi, some of 
which are named after the contemporaries of Socrates who figure as 
his interlocutors. 

There are, indeed, proper names in Sophron, and more of women 
than of men: Rongka (no. 3, p. 67), Mormolyka (no. 7, p. 77), Koikoa 
(no. 23, p. 89), and Physka (no. 31, p. 92); Kothonias, the drunkard 
(no. 55, p. 101), and Boulias, the orator (no. 117, p. 125), are names for 
men, as is Trellon (no. 137, p. 131). It has been thought that Myrilla 
(no. 134) was a nickname for the architect Demokopos, but this is cer- 


26The word form translates the iéa or elôog of the ancient critics; cf. D.L. 3.37 and 48; 
Ath. 11.505¢ (Herodicus); and p.s.-Demetr. Eloc. 297. 

27By this anecdotal tradition, Plato brought up the books of Sophron when they had 
fallen out of fashion in Sicily and was the first to introduce them to Athens; cf. D.L. 3.18; 
Tzetz. Chil. 11.1-10 and 37—41. For the other books Plato shipped to Athens from Sicily 
(Philoaus, a collection of Pythagorean writings, and Timaeus), cf. Reginos (above, note 


5), pp. 169-74 and 179. 
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tainly not the case.” The names in Sophron are the names of types in 
his commedia dell arte. 

Very little consecutive text survives from his mimes. Their dialect 
interested later grammarians, and their gastronomy provided a philo- 
logical delicatessen for Athenaeus. So we are left with the word yiv 
(no. 101, p. 120), proverbs, and words for fish (such as Bátıg, no. 72, 
p- 111). Of the fragments from both the female and the male mimes, 
only two show dialogue (no. 31, p. 92 and no. 73, p. 112), and in these 
the speaking parts are distributed as A and B. Only one of these (no. 
31) involves question and answer. 

The literary judgment conveyed by the anecdotes connecting the 
Platonic dialogue and the Sicilian mimes of Sophron and Xenarchus 
sheds no light on the literary character of either the Platonic dialogue 
in particular or the Sdkratikoi logoi in general, but it does reveal what a 
difficult task it was for ancient critics to discover the literary ancestor of 
the Sokratikoz logot. 

There was also the tradition taking the Platonic dialogue back to the 
comedies of the Syracusan Epicharmus. It seems to derive from Alki- 
mus of Sicily, and Diogenes Laertius produces a number of passages of 
Epicharmus that illustrate the doctrinal dependence of the Athenian 
philosopher on the Sicilian comic poet.” Here the question of literary 
genre does not arise; Alkimus was interested only in Plato’s plagiarism. 
What we know of both Epicharmus and the later forgeries that went 
under his name makes him an implausible model for the Platonic dia- 
logue or for the Sdkratikoi logoi. He is a comic poet, and like all comic 
poets he is mimetic and dramatic in his style, but he is metrical and 
Doric. He is also generic, and some of his comedies have mythologi- 
cal plots.*° : 

There is, as one would expect, some question and answer, and for 
this reason Epicharmus figures in Rudolf Hirzel’s Der Dialog,*' but, as 
in the case of Sophron, questions and answers must be divided anon- 
ymously between A and B. Plato clearly knew Epicharmus, and he re- 


?8Cf. A. Olivieri, Frammenti della commedia greca e del mimo nella Sicilia e nella Magna 
Grecia”, Colanna di studi greci 5 (Naples, 1946), 2:130—31. 

2°D.L. 3.9-17 = FGrHist 560.F.6 (and Fr. 23 B 1—6 DK). For Alkimus, we have the 
study of K. Gaiser, “Die Platonreferate des Alkimos bet Diogenes Laértios (3.3—-17),” in 
Zetests: Album amicorum door vrienden en collegas aangeboden aan Prof. Dr. E. de Strycker (Ant- 
werrp and Utrecht, 1973), pp. 61—79; and H. Dorrie, Der Platonismus in der Antike 
(Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt, 1987), 1:308-18. M. Gigante, “Epicarmo, Pseudo-Epicarmo e 
Platone,” PP 8 (1953): 161-75, has provided a valuable study of Plato’s knowledge of 
Epicharmus. 

30 As does his “Odysseus, the Deserter,” in D. L. Page, Select Papyri, vol. 3, Literary Pa- 
pyri (Cambridge, Mass. and London, 1941), no. 37, pp. 194-95 = no. 50 Olivieri (1: 36— 
39) and “Pyrrha and Prometheus,” nos. 61—69 Olivieri (1: 42—45). 

*' Fin literarhistorischer Versuch (Leipzig, 1895), vol. 1: 20—26. 
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fers to him by name (as in Theaetetus 152d—e and Gorgias 505€); he also 
clearly knew Sophron, and he refers to him by allusion (as in Republic 
5, 451c and possibly in 10, 606c). For our limited purposes his refer- 
ences to Epicharmus are of no great interest. Plato knew and appreci- 
ated the comic poet. But his allusions to Sophron are worth attention. 
His first allusion to Sophron in the Republic is indicative of Plato's con- 
ception of the character of his own dramatic dialogue. As Socrates 
moves from the topic of the training of the male guardians to the 
topic of the training of the female guardians he describes his project in 
terms of the division of the Sophronic mime: taya d€ ovtws äv Sptac 
éyou, petà Avdperov Spapna mavteAMs Starepavdev tò yuvarketov av 
mepaiverv, “Perhaps this would be the best course: to go through with 
the female drama, once we have concluded the male” (5, 451). His lan- 
guage not only recognizes the distinction between the male and female 
mimes of Sophron; it reminds us that it is possible to see the proposals 
and the very style of the Republic itself as comic and dramatic.”* 


5. Attic Mimes of Socrates 


The only genre of poetry known to me that offers us a clear model 
for the Sdkratikoi logoi and the mimesis of the conversations of a con- 
temporary historical character like Socrates is Attic comedy. I will offer 
a specimen from “a certain comic poet.” Socrates is addressing a pupil, 
and a part of the comic incongruity of this exchange must come from 
the fact that Socrates’ pupil is an older man, not one of the young and 
wealthy Athenians with whom Socrates liked to associate: 


Soc. Now I want to ask you a few short questions, to see if you have a good 
memory. 

Pupil. In the name of Zeus, I have a good memory when it comes to one 
thing: when someone owes me money, I never forget. But just the op- 
posite happens when I am in trouble and owe money. Then my mind's 
a sieve. 

Soc. Tell me now: do you have any talents as a speaker? 

Pupil. No talent there, but I’m brilliant as a thief. 

Soc. But how will you manage to learn anything? 

Pupil. No problem, I'd do brilliantly. 

(Ar. Nub. 482-88) 


32As Socrates recognizes as he anticipates one of the three waves of laughter that 
threaten to swamp his proposals, and as the plot of Aristophanes’ Ecclesiazusae (of 392) 
makes manifest. Arlene W. Saxonhouse offers an excellent analysis of one of the facets of 
the comedy of Socrates’ proposals in her “Comedy in Callipolis: Animal Imagery in the 
Republic,” APSR 72 (1978): 888—901. 
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Here we have what must be our first example of the imitation of 
Sõkratikoi logoi. It comes from Aristophanes’ Clouds, which was pro- 
duced in the Greater Dionysia of 423, when Socrates was about forty- 
five, but which we know from its second production and second 
edition, for which we have no date. The character of Aristophanes’ rep- 
resentation of Socratic questioning coheres with what we know of the 
character of his conversations rendered by the Socratics who wrote 
later. Socrates operates by question and answer rather than by long epi- 
deictic speeches; he prefers BpayvAoyia and is concerned with the 
quickness to learn and the memories of his would-be associates.°? 

Question and answer is a mode of discourse that continues through- 
out the Clouds. Socrates is not always cast in the dominant role of ques- 
tioner. In Clouds 373—411 it is Strepsiades who questions Socrates about 
the divinity of the clouds, and in the rest of the dialogue there are two 
later scenes that involve Socrates and his pupil Strepsiades in question 
and answer.** One of the striking features of our first exhibit of the 
Sokratikot logoi on the comic stage (Nub. 482—88) is that this interroga- 
tion involves not only question and answer but a trial of character. In 
posing his questions to Strepsiades, Socrates is more concerned with 
coming to an understanding of Strepsaides’ character than he is with 
finding answers to questions that genuinely perplex him. Indeed, his 
questions do not involve any issue larger than Strepsiades’ memory and 
verbal abilities. In asking these questions, he is following the instruc- 
tions of the clouds, who ask him to stir his intellectuals and test his 
character: dvakiver tov vouv avTOU Kai TAS yv@uNs &toTELpa (477). 
Kenneth Dover has aptly called this Socrates’ “tutorial” method.” The 
term apoperirasthai does not seem to occur in just this sense in the other 


**Socrates’ preference for a dialogue in which he asks the questions and his interloc- 
utor is maneuvered into a position of answering them is the “customary procedure” of 
Socrates in Plato’s Apology (19c), and it is illustrated in the Apology itself by Socrates’ in- 
terrogations of Callias, Apollo, and Meletus (20a—c; 21b; cf. 23b and 24c—27e), as well as 
by the “conversation” Socrates has with the members of the jury who had voted to acquit 
him (39e). This manner is illustrated most vividly in Plato’s Socratic dialogues. I would 
call attention to Symposium 194d and Socrates’ interrogatory of Agathon (199c—201c) and 
Diotima’s very similar interrogatory of Socrates (201d—208b). The choice of question 
and answer over a long and uninterrupted epideictic display is offered in Protagoras 329b 
and 337a—338a, Gorgias 448d and 449c, and Republic 1, 337a. Quickness to learn and the 
capacity to retain what is learned are the main requirements of the philosophical nature; 
cf. Chrm. 159e; Meno 88b; Rep. 6,486c—487a and 494b (as well as Leg. 4, 709€); and Xen. 
Mem. 4.1.2. 

**These come in 635—99, where Socrates examines Strepsiades on crucial distinctions 
such as that between the genders cock and hen—a lesson Strepsiades actually remembers 
and applies in his Socratic interrogation of Pasias at the end of the dialogue (1246-51); 
and in 723~90, where Socrates asks Strepsiades for his thoughts after their indoor ses- 
sion offstage in the @povt.otypuov. 

**In his edition of Aristophanes’ Clouds (Oxford, 1968), p. 34. 
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Socratics, although there are passages in Aeschines and Xenophon 
that obviously show Socrates interrogating his interlocutor’s character 
rather than his knowledge. In Plato, though, who would have known 
the Clouds only as a text (or possibly in its second production), the term 
occurs in exactly the sense of Clouds 477. In the Theaetetus, the young 
Theaetetus responds to Socrates’ questioning by saying that he feels 
that Socrates is trying to test him; and in the Protagoras, the young 
Socrates responds to the older Protagoras in much the same way. 

In the Clouds, Socrates does not appear alone. In his phrontistérion are 
to be found Chaerephon and their pupils. Socrates and Chaerephon 
do not appear again in the comedies of Aristophanes, but they are spo- 
ken of in his later comedies. We have noticed already the characteriza- 
tion of Socrates’ disciples in Birds 1280—84.°” Later in the Birds an 
unwashed Socrates is to be espied in a marsh near the land of the Ski- 
apodes, where he calls souls up from Hades in the infernal company of 
Chaerephon, “the bat” (1553—55 and 1564). There is no mention of 
Socratic dialogue here, but in the Frogs, of nearly a decade later (405), 
Socratic dialogue is recalled for perhaps the last time in Aristophanes: 


yapiev obv yù Ewkpátet 1491 
napakaðipevov Malet, 
ånoßalóvta povoùv 
TÁ TE WEYLOTA TAPOALTOVTA 
TS tpaywmduKns TEXVNS. 1495 
TÒ Ô’ ènmi oeuvoto AÓYyoLoL 
KQi OKApPLPNoporor AHpwv 
Svatpupiv apyov movecodan, 
Tmapappovovuvtos avdpdc. 


Life is bliss when you are not seated next to Socrates, . 

running off at the mouth; when you have cast away Music and Culture; 
when you have left behind the grand speeches and attire of the 

Tragic Art. But it is the life of a lunatic to spend your time l 
doing nothing but mouthing high faluting words and picking at lint. 


The chorus sing these lyrics immediately after Dionysus has declared 
Aeschylus victor in the tragic contest in the society of dead poets. They 
connect Socrates with Euripides in an association that is both long- 


36Cf. Th. 154€ and 157c; and Pr. 331b and 349c, where it is the “young” Socrates who 
realizes that his mettle is being tested. This test of character, which is a preliminary n 
a test of a student's capacity for philosophy, is illustrated by Socrates’ questioning O 
Alcibiades in Aeschines’ Alcibiades frs. 7 and g (Dittmar = SSR 6.a.48 and 50) and by 
Socrates’ test of Euthydemus in Xenophon’s Memorabilia (4.2). l 

37This passage from the Birds now figures as a witness for Socrates in SSR 1.a.4. 
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standing and significant. The picture of Socrates, seated on a bench 
perhaps in a gymnasium,*® speaking to a single companion, is a famil- 
lar one. The ludicrous subjects of Socrates’ conversation ae vaguel 
suggested: he has thrown over the great and weighty matters of Ae 
schylean tragedy and of old Athenian culture in general and has 
turned to idle and indolent conversation. The phrase by which Aris- 
tophanes conveys the nature of his conversation is skariphésmoisi lérén 
(1497). Léros and lérein are terms familiar from the Clouds and conge- 
nial as descriptions of Socrates’ talk;°° the other term, obviously a 
comic inversion of semnoisin logoisi (1496), is difficult to decipher, but it 
might mean “chicken scratching” or, as W. B. Stanford would have it 
“verbal scratchifications.”?° 

An illustration of the kind of twaddle Socrates engaged in—as his 
conversations were represented by a comic poet—comes from an ear- 
lier scene from the Frogs, when Euripides begins to defend his claim on 
Dionysus’ consideration as a tragic poet (971—79). He had brought his 
Athenian audience to expose their everyday life to shrewd and pene- 
trating questions. Aoytouds and okéyg are his contributions to the 
tragic art; before it had not been philosophical. Aeschylus has no dif- 
ficulty in putting these contributions into comic terms: 


Where oh where are my pitchers gone? 
Where is the maid who hath betrayed 
My heads of fish to the garbage trade? 
Where are the pots of yesteryear? 
Where the garlic of yesterday? 

(Ran. 978—79)*! 


_ Still other comic poets were aware of the rich potential Socrates pro- 
vided for a burlesque of intellectual life in Athens of the 420s. These 
poets produced their plays in the decade when the first writers of 
Sokratikoi logoi were old enough to attend the dramatic festivals of Ath- 
ens. Almost all of our fragments from the plays in which Socrates ei- 
ther appeared on stage or was spoken of by actors on stage come from 


**The Alcibiades of Aeschines begins wi i 

l i ch gins with Socrates narrating to an audie 
his conversation with Alcibiades: ékaðńueða pev rì twv árov év Auke a 
i TOV OE ease p.s.-Demet. Eloc. 205 = fr. 1 Dittmar = SSR 6.a 43. Par 
allels are to ound in Plato Lysis 203a—b; Euthydemus d imitated in 
Axtochus 366e and Eryxias 397c. i a tenner 
on ed 359; fee 809 and 1005 (of Euripides’ twaddle); and Pl. Chm. 176a and Th 
or Socrates’ description of the impression hi i i is 
younger a a p Is conversation might make on his 

ane his anaes of Aristophanes’ Frogs (London, 1958), p. 198. 

ines 951-91, represented in part by the perfect translati f Rich i 
more, Aristophanes: The Frogs (Ann Arbor, roei 63. E A 


The Origins of the Socratic Dialogue [41] 


Diogenes Laertius, who evidently had in hand a work devoted to the 
topic of Socrates kwpMmdoTovoVpevos. 

Socrates kõmõidopoioumenos is, I would argue, significant for the his- 
tory of the Sdkratikoi logoi as they are to be placed in the context of an- 
cient literary genres. The Attic comic poets of the 420s produced low 
and ludicrous imitations of Socrates made ridiculous; and, as Plato 
knew, they did manage to capture the cruder and most apparent fea- 
tures of his complex physiognomy. There is an anecdote in Aelian that 
Socrates stood up silently in the Theater of Dionysus during a produc- 
tion of the Clouds as if to proclaim: “I, this man standing before you in 
the audience, am Socrates—not that buffoon on stage in the comedy of 
Aristophanes” (SSR 1.a.29). But in the play it seems that Aristophanes 
did not need to fashion a portrait mask for Socrates; he already had 
ready the mask of silene. Antisthenes, Aeschines, Xenophon, and Plato 
were all Athenians, and before any of these—the greatest exponents of 
the Sdkratikoi logoi in the fourth century—wrote their dialogues, they 
had seen—or could read—the Attic forerunners of their own imitations 
of Socrates in conversation and in action. It is significant that in the 
later biographical tradition a cobbler claimed the honor of creating a 
mime out of Socratic conversations and that the one influence claimed 
for Plato in his Sékratikoi logoi was the low-life mime of Sophron. In his 
appearance, as in his conversations, there was something fundamen- 
tally comic about Socrates. But we tend to forget that there was not 
only a Plato who was a comic poet and the contemporary of Socrates; 
there is something comic about the Platonic dialogues themselves. Plato, 
who was credited with writing comedy and with sleeping in a very 
crowded bed with copies of Aristophanes’ plays under his pillow, was 
well aware of the comic potential of the outlandish object of his imita- 
tion. His style and the style of other literary Socratics can be properly 
compared to the colloquial grace of the Attic comic poets and their el- 
egant humor. Cicero appreciated this: he speaks of a playful genre of 
rhetoric that ancient comedy and the Socratics shared “iocandi ge- 
nus... elegans, urbanum, ingeniosum, facetum, quo genere non mo- 
dum Plautus noster et Atticorum antiqua comoedia, sed etiam philo- 
sophorum Socraticorum libri referti sunt,” “A mode of eloquence... . 
[that is] elegant, urbane, fanciful, and witty, a mode that informs not 
only our Roman Plautus and the Old Comedy of Attica, but which fills 
the books of the Socratic philosophers” (Off 1.29.104 = SSR 1.h.21). 


6. History and Tragedy 


When assessing the writings of the literary Socratics and in attempt- 
ing to recognize the distinguishing characteristics of the genre which 
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they created and in which they wrote, the overwhelming temptation is 
to disregard questions of literary models or priority of discovery and to 
concentrate on Socrates and the immediacy of his conversations and 
confrontations with his contemporaries. In the dramatic dialogues of 
Plato in particular, we find ourselves seated at a drama that develops 
immediately and spontaneously before our eyes. The illusion this 
drama creates was articulated in the symbolic form of literary anec- 
dotes in antiquity: Simon the cobbler took notes on Socrates’ conver- 
sations at his shop, not as a stenographer but soon after they had 
ended (D.L. 2.122 = SSR 6.b.87); Aeschines obtained copies of at least 
some of Socrates’ conversations from his widow, Xanthippe, and 
passed these off as his own (D.L. 2.60 = SSR 6.a.22). Xenophon was 
the first of the Socratics to take notes upon and publish Socrates’ con- 
versations (D.L. 2.48). The literary judgment these tales convey is that 
of conversation recorded either by a member of their audience or by 
one of their participants. This is precisely the impression we get from 
the four frame dialogues of the Platonic corpus: the Phaedo, the Sym- 
postum, the Theaetetus, and the Parmenides.** The formulas that intro- 
duce the short dialogues reported in Xenophon’s Memorabilia seem to 
reinforce this impression: tovtwv 44 ypawa donooa äv Stauvynrovevow 
(1.3.1). 

Yet none of the literary Socratics were intent on simply preserving 
Socrates’ conversations for their own pleasure or on recalling them for 
posterity. One can justly say that “the Socratics experimented in biog- 
raphy, and the experiments were directed towards capturing the po- 
tentialities of individual lives.”** Of Aeschines, and Xenophon, it is fair 
to say that they did not evince a concern for providing their Socratic 
dialogues with a historical setting. Aeschines prepared for much that 
we will find in the Platonic dialogues. In his Alcibiades we find Socrates 


121 attempt an analysis of the meaning and function of these frame dialogues in “Pla- 
to’s First Words,” in Beginnings in Greek Literature, ed. F. M. Dunn and T. Cole, Yale Clas- 
sical Studies 29 (Cambridge, 1992), pp. 120—25. 

**Xenophon’s statements concerning his role in the conversations he reports have 
made him seem a reliable and virtually stenographic witness, especially when he intro- 
duces a report by a phrase such as "Hkovoa &é note advtov kai nepi p ihwv ðaheyopévov, 
“once I heard him speaking on the topic of friends as well” (2.4.1; cf. 2.5.1 and 4.3.1). 
But he also says that he “knows of” a Socratic conversation, and his manner of expressing 
himself does not mean that he was himself present: Old note adtov toráðe Siahexdévta 
(3-3-1; cf. 4.5.2). But on the single occasion in the Memorabilia when he records a con- 
versation he had with Socrates he speaks not in the first person but of a Xenophon, as he 
had spoken of himself in the Anabasis (3.4—10). He claims that he once heard the con- 
versation Socrates has with Critoboulus on household management, but he was not in 
Athens in the short period between the death of Cyrus the Younger in 401 and Socrates’ 
execution in 399; cf. Oec. 1 and 4.18—19 (where Cyrus is referred to as having died) and 
Ap. 1. 

444. Momigliano, The Development of Greek Biography (Cambridge, Mass., 1971), p- 46. 
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narrating his conversation with Alcibiades to an unnamed audience, 
and he is careful to give the setting of this dialogue in place if not in 
time: “We were sitting on the benches of the Lyceum where the offi- 
cials stage the contests” (fr. 2 Dittmar = SSR 6.a.43). Socrates, there- 
fore, as narrator of one of his conversations is not new with Plato, nor 
is the setting of a dialogue in place or the dramatization of a dialogue 
by the introduction of a gesture such as Alcibiades putting his head on 
his knees and weeping out of frustration (fr. 10 Dittmar = SSR 6.a.51). 
Our evidence does not allow us to determine whether the Socratics also 
developed the purely dramatic dialogue before Plato, but the example 
of Aeschines’ Alcibiades makes it certain that at least one of them did. 
And the speculations about the origins of the distinctively Socratic di- 
alogue in mimesis and not narrative (Sujynows) and the inventions of 
Simon and Alexamenus, as well as that of Xenophon, would lose their 
motivation if there had not been a prevailing sense in antiquity that the 
narrative dialogue preceded the dramatic dialogue. 

What then did Plato add to a literary form he found already well de- 
veloped? The setting of the Charmides gives us one answer: he seems to 
have invented the historical setting for some of his dialogues—which 
allows him as an author and his reader as his audience the ironies of 
the tragic dramatist. The Charmides opens with Socrates narrating one 
of his conversations to an unknown companion: 


The evening before we had arrived from the campaign at Potidaea. And 
with joy in my heart after so long an absence I returned to my familiar 
haunts. I entered the wrestling school of Taureas, the one just opposite 
the precinct of the Queen, and there I came upon a considerable crowd. 
Some were strangers to me, but most of the people there were my ac- 
quaintances. And when they saw me make my unexpected appearance 
they all sprang up from where they were seated to greet me. And Chaere- 
phon, being the impulsive person he is, leapt up from the crowd and 
raced up to me and, taking me by the hand, he asked me: “Socrates, how 
did you escape from the battle with your life?” (153 a) 


The setting of the Charmides and its cast of characters reveal the dra- 
matist’s concern for creating a context of which his actors can have no 
awareness and in which their unwitting words and actions possess a 
larger significance. It is meaningful that Socrates has returned from 
battle to discuss self-restraint, or owmpootvn, with two Athenians who 
had remained in Athens and are to be found in a wrestling school; they 
grow up to be two of the Thirty Tyrants of 404, and their vague threat 
of force at the very end of the dialogue (176c) points to the violent end 


of their oligarchy in 403. 
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Alcibiades was murdered by agents of the Thirty in 404. We do not 
know when Antisthenes, Aeschines, Eucleides, Phaedo, and Plato 
wrote their dialogues with his name as their title. It is true that Athe- 
naeus claims (on the authority of Satyrus) that Antisthenes said that he 
had firsthand experience of Alcibiades’ character and appearance,* 
but this claim does not give us a date for his Alcibiades. What can be 
claimed, however, is that any Alcibiades written after 404 (or even 415) 
would be a potentially different dialogue than one written before his 
profanation of the mysteries or after his demonic career came to its 
brutal end. The same claim can be made for the Sokratikoi logoi in gen- 
eral. If he wrote before Socrates’ execution in 399, the author of a 
Socratic dialogue could not exploit the dramatic irony of contempo- 
rary Attic tragedy; if after, he could. 

More than any of the literary Socratics who came before him or fol- 
lowed him, Plato exploited the ironies of the tragic poet in his drama- 
tizations of Socrates’ conversations. Like the tragic poet, he worked 
with a myth well known to his contemporaries in the fourth century— 
the myth of Socrates’ life. To exploit the potentialities of tragic irony, 
Plato was careful to provide his Socratic dialogues with a setting in 
time, as well as place. He was censured in antiquity for the anachro- 
nisms of these settings,*® but these very criticisms point to one of the 
features of the Socratic dialogues of Plato that distinguishes them from 
the work of the other Socratics. Plato is careful to give his dialogues a 
setting in place and in time, when this serves his purpose. 

His Alcibiades 1 (whose authenticity is disputed) is clearly set in a time 
when Pericles is still alive and Alcibiades is not yet twenty (cf. 188c and 
135d). At this time, Alcibiades’ fate was still in doubt, and Socrates can 
utter a dark prophecy. In response to Alcibiades’ youthful promise 
“From this day on I will pursue justice” Socrates replies: “If I could 
have my wish, you would end your life in this pursuit. But I have a 
dreadful premonition—not because I do not have confidence in your 
character, but because I fear the might of the city—that this might well 
overwhelm both me and you” (135e). Socrates might indeed have had 
such a premonition, but it was Plato who could conclude the dialogue 
with this prophecy post eventum. To the Platonist who doubts the Pla- 
tonic authorship of Alcibiades 1, there are other examples of this same 
tragic irony in other Platonic dialogues. There is Socrates’ description 


45Ath. 12.534c = SSR 5.a.198. 

46 Again, most of these criticisms are retailed in Athenaeus; they are collected by Diir- 
ing (above, note 8), pp. 20—24. Interestingly enough, they also apply to Xenophon and 
the historical setting he provided for his Symposium, in imitation of the historical setting 
Plato provided for his Symposium. 
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of Alcibiades’ career in Republic 6, 494a—495c (which ironically includes 
a description of Plato’s career as well), and there are the many in- 
stances when, in well-defined contexts, Socrates predicts his own fate. 

Socrates was overcome by the might of Athens in 399. From that 
point, the author of Sdkratikoi logoi could discover a model for his dia- 
logues in tragedy, for Socrates was no longer a contemporary figure, 
pilloried on the comic stage, he was a tragic figure from the past, stalk- 
ing the stage of tragedy. The myth of his life and death were well 
known. In Plato, a dark form of irony hovers over the bright irony of 
Socrates himself. Plato is not the only Socratic who recognizes Socrates 
as a prophet; in Xenophon’s Apology, in the face of his own death, 
Socrates predicts the fate of the son of Anytus, one of his accusers 
(29-31). And Xenophon confirms the truth of this prophecy. But it is 
only in the Socratic dialogues of Plato that Socrates’ words apply to 
himself and possess a significance that he himself could not have been 
aware of. 

In Plato, the shadow of Socrates’ trial and execution is cast over the 
varied scenes in which he acts and speaks. We glimpse intimations of 
his mortality and the fate of the philosopher in the democratic polis in 
the Gorgias, the Meno, the Theaetetus, the Republic, and even in a late 
dialogue like the Statesman—a dialogue in which Socrates stands as a 
silent presence.*’ Perhaps the most perfect and poignant example of 
Plato’s tragic irony is to be found in the seventh book of the Republic, 
when Socrates has nearly completed his parable of the cave and asks 
Glaucon a question: What would happen to the prisoner who had, by 
some divine providence, been freed from the cave, should he be forced 
to return to its darkness? “And if the prisoners could lay their hands on 
the person who tried to release them from their bonds and lead them 
upward, would they not put him to death?” “They would, indeed” 
(Zpoddpa y’, E~ny, 517a). , 

The Socratic dialogues of Plato allow us to realize that if the comic 
poets of Athens offered models for the literary Socratics while Socrates 
was alive,*® the tragic poets of Athens offered models for the dramatic 
representation of Socrates once he was dead. In dealing with history, 
the literary Socratics who wrote after Socrates’ death could exploit a 


7Cf. G. 484c—d, 508c, and 527a; Meno g4e; Th. 173d—3¢; Rep. 7, 517a; Plt. 299b—300c 
(where the visitor from Velia addresses the young Socrates in the silent presence of the 
older Socrates, 299d). 

48The evidence for Sokratikoi logoi recalled orally or written down during Socrates’ life- 
time is gathered and assessed by Livio Rossetti in “Logoi Sokratikoi anteriori al 399 A.C.,” 
Logos e logoi g (1990): 21—40; David Sider assesses the anecdotal evidence in “Did Plato 
Write Dialogues before the Death of Socrates?” Apeiron 14 (1980): 15—18, and favors the 
inference that he did. 
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resource available to both the tragedian and the historian; the actors in 
the events they narrate or dramatize were unaware of the full impli- 
cations of their words and actions. This is particularly true of Thucy- 
dides and the Melian dialogue, which is often seen as a fifth-century 
prototype of the Socratic dialogue.*® 

More than any of the literary Socratics of the fourth century, Plato 
took care to provide some of his Socratic dialogues with a significant 
historical setting, and it can properly be asked whether Plato wrote 
Socratic dialogues of the kind we know from Antisthenes, Aeschines, 
Aristippus, and Xenophon of the Memorabilia.°®° Plato also parts com- 
pany with the other literary Socratics in reflecting within his Socratic 
dialogues on the established literary genres in terms of which his dia- 
logues were to be understood and against which they were to stand in 
contrast. This is the meaning, I believe, of the riddle posed by Socrates 
at the end of the Symposium: “Is it possible for one and the same poet 
to compose both tragedy and comedy?” Neither Agathon nor Aris- 
tophanes grasped the answer to this riddle at once, and it is an answer 
Socrates could not have grasped himself. Plato is the tragic and comic 
poet of the Symposium, and the object of his imitation is Socrates, who 
moves between the sublime and the ridiculous.”' Plato also draws at- 
tention to the literary character of his Socratic dialogues when he has 
Socrates offer Adeimantus a lesson in literary criticism in book 3 of the 
Republic. Socrates has discussed the subject matter of poetry (logos), and 
he moves on to discuss its style (A€Ets, Rep. 3, 392c). There are three 
possible styles of narrative (dzégésis): simple, mimetic, and mixed. 
Homer works in the mixed style and both speaks as the narrator 
(AUTOS Ô OLHTHS, 393a) and impersonates one of his characters. For the 
ethical purposes of education, the mimetic or dramatic style is poten- 
tially the most dangerous, for the student of poetry risks becoming like 
the character whose role he takes (39%c—396a). Adeimantus immedi- 
ately grasps the application of the purely mimetic style to tragedy; it is 
Socrates who reminds him that it also applies to comedy (394b). It is 
paradoxical, in light of these distinctions, that Socrates and Adeiman- 


19A connection expertly drawn by C. Macleod, “Form and Meaning in the Melian Di- 
alogue,” Historia 23 (1974): 385—400, reprinted in Collected Essays (Oxford, 1983), pp. 52— 
67. In considering the historical function of the speeches in Thucydides, Macleod 
reminds us: “The speeches ... invite the reader’s critical scrutiny, the result of which 
may be not only a sense of enlightenment, but of tragedy. For they move the reader by 
their fallibility no less than they illumine him by their penetration” (p. 386). 

50 As does Charles H. Kahn in “Did Plato Write Socratic Dialogues?” CQ n.s. 31 (1981): 

05—20. 
: "As I argue in “The Tragic and Comic Poet of the Symposium,” Arion n.s. 2 (1975): 
238—61, reprinted in Essays in Ancient Greek Philosophy, ed. J. P. Anton and A. Preus (Al- 
bany, 1983), 2:176—202. 
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tus should finally declare a preference for the “pure imitator,” but this 
preference depends on the object of the poet’s imitation (tév tov 
ETTLELKOUG LULATIV kpatov, 397d). 

Socrates’ lesson in distinctions of style has a long history in Greek 
literary criticism, and a practical result. The Platonic dialogues them- 
selves came to be described as either narrative, dramatic (or “mimetic’”), 
or mixed. Proclus, when he classified the Republic itself as a mixed di- 
alogue, did not register the fact that, properly described, it is entirely 
dramatic, since Plato’s reader, if he reads aloud and dramatically, takes 
the part of Socrates, its narrator.°? These distinctions are deployed in 
the tradition of the “first inventor” of the Sokratikoi logoi, and the cat- 
egory of the dramatic or mimetic seems to represent the essential form 
of this genre. We are reminded finally that Plato’s Sdkratikot logoi are 
Attic mimes and that Plato, like his Sicilian master, Sophron, is an 
éthopoios. The object of his imitation is not an easy thing to compre- 
hend, “especially for the motley crowd in a festival or gathered in the- 
aters.” “This is the character that acts with deliberation and calm and is 
always very much like itself” (tò... ppdvurdv te Kai tovxtov Hdoc, 
KaparrAnoov dv dei adt6 adto, Rep. 10, 604e).”° 


52Cf. Proclus In Platonis Rem Publicam, ed. W. Kroll (Leipzig, 1901), pp. 14.15—16.25; 
D.L. 3.50; and Haslam (above, note 22). 

53I thank the editor of this volume for the invitation to write this essay and for advice 
as it was being written, and Charles Kahn for both the inspiration of his own unpub- 
lished work on my theme and his comments on two earlier versions of what I present 
here. He also has done much to temper my youthful enthusiasm for the discovery of the 
Socratic Simon in the Athenian agora. 
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Socrates in the Clouds 


Paul A. Vander Waerdt 


According to a well-established ancient tradition, Socrates effected a 
revolution in the orientation of philosophy: whereas it previously had 
dealt with such questions as numbers, motion, the origins of all things, 
and celestial phenomena, Socrates, who had learned of these subjects 
from his teacher Archelaus, “first called philosophy down from heaven, 
set her in the cities, introduced her into men’s home, and compelled 
her to investigate life and customs, good and evil.”! So reads Cicero’s 
assessment of the Socratic revolution, widely paralleled in Hellenistic 
philosophical polemic? and in ancient doxography’ as well as in mod- 


'Cic. Tusc 5.10—11; cf. 3.4.8; Acad. 1.1.3, 1.4.15; Rep. 3.5; De or. 1.4.2; Off. 3.9.77. 

?The most striking formulation of which is Timon’s description of Socrates in his Silloi 
as a “people-chiseling custom-chatterer” who turned away from the study of nature (fr. 
799 in H. Lloyd-Jones and P. J. Parsons, Supplementum Hellenisticum (Berlin, 1983] =D.L. 
2.19). For the interpretation of this passage as a rejection of @uovoAoyia in favor of an 
exclusive concentration on ethics, see Clem. Al. Strom. 1.14.63.3 and esp. Sext. Emp. 
Math. 7.8—10, who notes that Timon censured Plato for unwillingness to allow Socrates 
to remain 8o óyocç. For the manner in which Socrates’ followers—Cebes, Phaedo, 
Aristippus, and Aeschines of Sphttus—kept philosophical discussion “within the bound- 
aries” of good and evil, household and city, see Them. 34.5, with Euseb. Praep. evang. 
15.62.7ff.; for the Cyrenaic claim to follow Socrates in rejecting enquiry into scientific 
causation: Sext. Emp. Math. 7.190.1; Apul. De deo Soc., prol. 2, p. 2.11ff.; for the claim 
that Plato attributed his own doctrines to Socrates: Cic. Rep. 1.15-16; D.L. 2.45. 

*The doxographical tradition relies principally on Xenophon Memorabilia 1.1.11-16: 
see esp. ps.-Galen Hist. philos. in DG 597.1—17, a rewriting of this text in Hellenistic ter- 
minology; Sext. Emp. Math. 7.8 and D.L. 2.45, both quoting Xenophon: the latter cites 
Socrates’ conversations about divine providence (e.g., Mem. 1.4) as evidence that he was 
also interested in physics despite Xenophon’s claim (according to Diogenes) that Socrates 
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ern handbooks.* If we turn to the Socratic source on which this as- 
sessment of Socrates’ philosophical achievement is based, we find 
the claim explained as follows: Socrates first made phystologia instru- 
mental to enquiry into the human soul, rendering the pre-Socratic 
approach to the study of nature obsolete by insisting that physzologza be- 
come ethically useful.” 

When we enquire what considerations motivated Socrates to advance 
this position, however, we find our ancient sources remarkably reticent. 


3 66s 


The obvious place to look, Socrates’ “intellectual autobiography” in 
Plato’s Phaedo (g6a—ggd), offers an account of the difficulties in the 
pre-Socratic approach to causation that led Socrates to adopt the 
method of hypothesis in his “second sailing,” but does not explain why 
Socrates’ conversion entailed the instrumentality of natural philosophy 
to human happiness.’ Indeed, Plato treats Socrates’ pre-Socratic career 
as an enthusiastic natural philosopher with such apologetic delicacy 
that he appears at times to deny that Socrates ever had a pre-Socratic 
past. Thus Plato has his Socrates, charged with impiety and corruption 
of the youth (D.L. 2.40; Xen, Mem. 1.1.1—2; Ap. 10; Pl. Ap. 18b—c, 19b— 
d, 24b), appear to deny at his trial that he has ever engaged in the study 
of nature—to the popular prejudice against which he attributes the 


concerned himself only with ethics; Cic. Acad. 1.4.15, whose claim that Socrates regarded 
celestial phenomena as beyond human comprehension relies upon Memorabilia 1.1.13 
and 4.7.6. The importance of Xenophon in forming the Hellenistic portrait of Socrates’ 
exclusive interest in ethics is noted by A. A. Long, “Socrates in Hellenistic Philosophy,” 
CQ n.s. 38 (1988): 150-71 at pp. 151, 153. 

4E.g., W. K. C. Guthrie, Socrates (Cambridge, 1971), pp. 97—105; G. S. Kirk, J.E. 
Raven, and M. Schofield, The Presocratic Philosophers” (Cambridge, 1983), p. 452; G. Vlas- 
tos, Socrates: Ironist and Moral Philosopher (Ithaca, N.Y., 1991), pp. 160—62. 

°For the interpretation of Xenophon’s testimony, on which Cicero’s assessment relies, 
see section 4 below. There were of course alternative traditions concerning the founda- 
tion of ethics, but our own histories of philosophy tend to presuppose the assessment of 
Socrates’ philosophical achievement advanced by his fourth-century apologists. 

In his portrayal of Socrates’ intellectual biography Plato separates his account in the 
Phaedo of the considerations that led Socrates to reject pre-Socratic physiologia from his 
account in the Apology of Socrates’ attempted elenchus of the Delphic oracle, to which he 
traces his preoccupation with ethical questions. Plato nowhere indicates how to connect 
these two episodes in Socrates’ philosophical development and thus does not provide ex- 
plicit support for the traditional interpretation (deriving from Xenophon Memorabilia 
1.1.1 1—16), which sees in the motivation of Socrates’ disavowal of phystologia the source of 
his mature preoccupation with ethics. Aristotle’s account is similarly reticent: he tells us 
in Metaphysics 98-7b1—2 (cf. 1087b17) that “Socrates concerned himself with ethical ques- 
tions and not at all with nature as a whole,” and in De partibus animalium 642a28 that in 
Socrates’ time the study of nature was given up as philosophers turned their attention to 
practical philosophy. These testimonia are consistent with Memorabilia 1.1.11—-16, but 


_ their source is uncertain. In his On Philosophy Aristotle traced the origin of Socrates’ ým- 


ous to the Delphic command “Know yourself” (fr. 1 Ross = Plut. Adv. Col. 1118c), where 
Aristotle clearly is following Plato (Ap. 21b—2gc) rather than Xenophon (Ap. 14—17), who 
rejects the role Plato assigns to the oracle in Socrates’ philosophical development. 
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charges against him (Ap. 19b—d; cf. 18b—c);’ only when on the verge of 
execution does the Platonic Socrates detail his pre-Socratic past (g6a—, 
ggd).® The apologetic purpose of Plato’s LwxpatiKkoi Adyou, intended 
as they are to vindicate Socrates against the judgment of his Athenian 
jury in 399 B.C., has obscured in certain respects our understanding of 
the Socratic revolution by placing a veil over Socrates’ own develop- 
ment from a pre-Socratic to a Socratic philosopher.? For, if we wish to 
understand this philosophical revolution, the obvious place to begin is 
Socrates’ own motivation in repudiating physzologia as he had come to 
practice it in his own time and place. 

If we are to make any progress in reconstructing Socrates’ philosoph- 
ical development and in assessing the Socratic revolution, we need to 
examine two sources rarely accorded serious consideration in Socratic 
studies today. The first, antedating Socrates’ death, cannot be said to 
suffer from the apologetic bias of the Sdkratzkoi logoi. Aristophanes’ 
comic portrayal of Socrates as a natural philosopher in the Clouds is in 
fact the sole document we possess that dates from Socrates’ own 
lifetime, '° and the neglect of it in contemporary Socratic studies has, I 
suggest, deprived us of what has justly been called “one of the most 


’The Platonic Socrates’ defense against Aristophanes on this point is more ambiguous 
than usually noted: Socrates does not flatly deny having engaged in such enquiries, but 
in disclaiming knowledge of natural philosophy states (in contrast to Xenophon Memo- 
rabilia 1.1.1 1—16) that he does not dishonor those who possess it; he then invites his ju- 
rors to bear witness that none has heard him conversing about it (Ap. 1g9b—c). Xenophon 
in contrast suppresses all reference to Socrates’ first accusers in his Apology (14-15), 
though he accords them a prominent place in the dramatic setting of the Oeconomicus (for 
reasons I have tried to explain in “Socratic Justice and Self-Sufficiency: The Story of the 
Delphic Oracle in Xenophon’s Apology of Socrates,” OSAP 11 [1993]: 1—48.) 

®Xenophon adopts a similar strategy: when defending Socrates from the same charges 
in Memorabilia 1.1, he states flatly that Socrates “did not even make enquiry concerning 
the nature of the cosmos” (1.1.11); only in the penultimate chapter of the Memorabilia 
(4.7), just before he recounts Socrates’ noble conduct during the thirty days after his con- 
demnation, does Xenophon admit that Socrates was “not inexperienced” (oŭġk-ðnmepoc) 
in the study of geometry and “not ignorant” (ovde åvýkooc) of astronomy, both being 
ancillary disciplines of natural philosophy that Socrates taught his associates to learn in 
order to become free and self-sufficient kaAouadya8ot: see section 4 below. For Socrates’ 
appeal to a natural teleology in his account of piety in Memorabilia 1.4 see the analysis by 
Joseph DeFilippo and Phillip Mitsis in Chapter 10. 

Socrates’ pre-Socratism is usually treated, on the strength of Phaedo g6a, as a youth- 
ful flirtation. But the evidence of the Clouds (supported by Xenophon’s response at Sym- 
posium 6.6-8, 7.3—4, the dramatic date of which is 421 B.C.) suggests that it may have 
extended well into the middle of his life. Socrates was forty-six in 423 B.c., when the 
Clouds was produced for the first and only time. If we accept that Socrates’ “conversion” 
could not have taken place by that date, on the grounds that it would render Aris- 
tophanes’ portrayal of Socrates’ enthusiasm for physiologia dramatically ineffective (see 
below, note 59), then the pre-Socratic stage in Socrates’ intellectual development must 
have extended well beyond his youth; J. Ferguson, “On the Date of Socrates’ Conver- 
sion,” Eranos 62 (1964): 70—73, proposes 421 B.C. 

10A part from the formal indictment against him preserved in the Metroon, if the doc- 
ument to which Favorinus refers is genuine (D.L. 2.40). 
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precious of all documents for the study of the development of Greek 
philosophical thought.” !! The hazards of relying upon a comic parody 
for information on which to reconstruct Socrates’ philosophical biog- 
raphy should not be underestimated.'* Nonetheless, I shall argue that 
the Clouds, when read with proper care and caution, illuminates the 
pre-Socratic stage in Socrates’ philosophical development that corre- 
sponds closely to the account of his “first sailing” as described in Plato’s 
Phaedo and so provides important evidence to augment our meager 
sources for Socrates’ intellectual biography.’ The close and precise 
correspondences between these two texts enable us to place Socrates’ 
pre-Socratic interests in natural philosophy in the context of con- 
temporary physiologia and so to set the stage for consideration of the 
arguments that led him to repudiate this phase in his philosophical 
development and to advocate the study of nature only to the extent 
that it is ethically useful. 

For this development in Socrates’ philosophical biography we must 
have recourse to Xenophon’s unjustly neglected account of Socratic 
ethics, which has recently been undergoing a rehabilitation in certain 
circles. His detailed report of Socrates’ criticism of pre-Socratic natural 
philosophy in Memorabilia 1.1.1 1—16 is both the principal source of the 
traditional assessment of the Socratic revolution and our fullest ac- 
count of the considerations that motivated Socrates to insist that phys- 
tologia become ethically useful. This account, I shall argue, reflects 
Xenophon’s distinctive interpretation of Socratic ethics: hence if we 
are to understand the traditional assessment of the Socratic revolution, 
we need to consider Socrates’ arguments as set forth in Memorabilia 
1.1.11—16 in light of that interpretation.'* Moreover, Xenophon por- 
trays the influence of the Clouds on Socrates’ intellectual autobiogra- 
phy quite differently than Plato does, representing the play—perhaps 


"This is the judgment of A. E. Taylor, “The Phrontisterion,” in his Varia Socratica, St. 
Andrews University Publications no. 9 (Oxford, 1911), pp. 129-77 at p. 129 (this im- 
portant contribution came to my attention only as I was preparing the final version of 
this chapter, and I am delighted to be able to adduce Taylor’s agreement on the points 
signaled below). 

!2We face a similar situation in attempting to reconstruct Pyrrho’s skepticism, for it 
was the satirist Timon who first established, probably in polemic against the skeptical 
Academy, the tradition that Pyrrho was an epistemological skeptic (see J. Brunschwig, 
“Aristocles on Timon on Pyrrho Once Again,” in his Kleine Schriften [Cambridge, forth- 
coming]): hence any interpretation of Pyrrho’s skepticism presupposes a view of the ac- 
curacy of Timon’s satires. 

134 mong earlier discussions of the Aristophanic Socrates as a natural philosopher I 
have found the most useful J. Burnet, Plato’s Phaedo (Oxford, 1911), pp. xxxviii—xhi, and 
Taylor (above, note 11). 

'4It is ironic that scholars who do not hesitate to denigrate Xenophon’s account of 
Socratic ethics nonetheless regularly accept the assessment of Socrates’ philosophical 
achievement that derives from him. Perhaps that provides sufficient justification for a 
renewed and more sympathetic consideration of his testimony. 
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ironically—as marking the crucial stage in Socrates’ philosophical de- 
velopment in which his mature preoccupation with kalokagathia first 
emerges. Thus if we are to understand how Aristophanes’ play helped 
to shape the portrayal of Socrates’ philosophy by his fourth-century 
philosophical heirs, we need to consider the portrait of Socrates’ de- 
velopment that emerges from Xenophon’s Sõkratikoi logoi. In this essay 
I propose to reconstruct the picture of the Socratic revolution that 
emerges if we give these two neglected sources the serious consider- 
ation they deserve." 


1. The Aristophanic Socrates 


Aristophanes’ Clouds placed third in the competition at the City Di- 
onysia in 423 B.C., but his comic portrayal of Socrates exercised a for- 
mative influence on Socratic literature well into the fourth century. 
Attic comedy may have provided a model for the genre of literature 
known to Aristotle (Poet. 144'7b11) as the Sokratekoi logot, as Diskin Clay 
has argued in Chapter 1. And while Socrates became a familiar figure 
on the comic stage, it was Aristophanes’ portrayal that engaged the at- 
tention of later Socratics.'° The two authors on whom we rely for first- 
hand accounts of Socrates and his philosophy offer elaborate replies to 
Aristophanes’ charges of corruption and impiety in their attempts to 
vindicate his memory. In Plato’s Apology (18b—23e), Socrates traces the 
present charges against him to the performed version of Aristophanes’ 
play, some twenty-four years before; and numerous Platonic texts un- 
dertake to answer his comic indictment of the moral and political 
consequences of Socrates’ enquiries into nature.'’ Xenophon too rep- 


'See also my remarks in the Introduction concerning the representation of Socrates 
as a natural philosopher in our three principal sources. 

'©Socrates figured also in Ameipsias’ Connus (fr. 9 PCG), which was named after Soc- 
rates’ music teacher (cf. Pl. Euthphr. 272c, 295d; Menex. 235e) and which placed second in 
423 B.C., and later in plays of Callias (fr. 15 PCG), Eupolis (fr. 386 PCG), and Telekeides 
(frs. 41-42 PCG); see also the evidence for Clouds I collected at PCG 3.2: 214-19; Av. 
1282, 1553—64; Ran. 1491; and the survey of comic evidence in Guthrie (above, note 4), 
pp. 39-57. While the loss of Ameipsias’ play has deprived us of comparative material 
that would have been most useful in assessing Aristophanes’ portrayal of Socrates, the 
close parallels between that portrayal and Eupolis’, for example (see next note), suggest 
that Aristophanes constituted the figure of the comic Socrates in the genre of comedy as 
well as in the Sdkratikoi logoi: if that is so, then the loss of these later comic parallels is less 
of an impediment to interpretation of the Clouds than if Aristophanes wrote in an estab- 
lished tradition of comic parody. 

'7Cf., for instance, the expulsion of the comic poets from Plato’s second-best regime in 
Laws 935d—936a (with 816d—817a); the comic reversal of the Ecclestazusae in Republic p 
(on which see now M. F. Burnyeat, “The Practicability of Plato's Ideally Just City,” in On 
Justice, ed. K. Boudouris [Athens, 1989], pp. 95—104 at pp. 98—101); the response to 
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resents Aristophanes’ charges in the Clouds as marking a turning point 
in Socrates’ intellectual biography: in the Oeconomicus, Socrates re- 
counts to Critoboulos how he undertook to recover from his Aris- 
tophanic reputation as an idle chatterer with his head in the air (Oec. 
11.3: Öv åvůp Sc &dorcoxetv te 5OKM kai Gepouetpetv; cf. Nub. 225, 
1479—85) by seeking instruction in kalokagathia, or moral nobility, from 
Ischomachus—renowned by everyone as the perfect kaloskagathos.'® 
Since it is the Xenophontic Socrates’ preoccupation with kalokagathia— 
that is, his concern to answer the questions knowledge of which would 
render one a kaloskagathos (Mem. 1.1.16)—that distinguishes his mature 
philosophical perspective, Xenophon appears by the dramatic setting 
of the Oeconomicus to suggest that it was the charges set forth in the 


Socrates’ Gdo0dcoxta (Nub. 225, 1479—85), adapted by Eupolis (fr. 386 PCG) in parody of 
Socrates (cf. fr. 388 PCG); Rep. 488e—48gc; Phd. 7ob—c; Prm. 135d; Plt. 299b—c; Tht. 
195b; Phdr. 26ge—2'70a; see also Cra. 401b; Phd. ggb; Euthd. 277d—e, 285c—d, with 
H. Tarrant, “Clouds I: Steps towards Reconstruction,” Arctos 25 (1991): 157-81 at 
pp. 162—66, who assembles further evidence of the numerous allusions to the Clouds in 
the Euthydemus; also L. Cooper, An Aristotelian Theory of Comedy (New York, 1922), pp. 
38—39, 104—6. Note also the rich rebuttal to Aristophanes’ charge of corruption in the 
setting and action of Plato’s Theages: see T. L. Pangle, “Socrates on the Problem of Po- 
litical Science Education,” Political Theory 13 (1985): 1 12—37, reprinted in his Roots of Po- 
litical Philosophy: Ten Forgotten Socratic Dialogues (Ithaca, N.Y., 1987), pp. 147-74. The 
biographical tradition attests that Plato took a great interest in Aristophanes: thus when 
Dionysus of Syracuse wanted to study “the woduteta of the Athenians,” Plato sent him 
Aristophanes’ plays (Arist. Vit. 42-45 in PCG). The preoccupation of the Platonic 
Socrates with Aristophanes is particularly noteworthy in view of the fact, emphasized by 
T. G. West, Plato’s Apology of Socrates (Ithaca, N.Y., 1979), pp. 81-133, that this section of 
the Apology does not answer the formal indictment against him. 

'8When Ischomachus undertakes to teach Socrates about kalokagathia in Oeconomicus 
11, he uses a quotation from the Clouds to set up a careful rejoinder to its dramatic action 
(Nub. 32 with Oec. 11.18, 3; 3.7—-10; cf. Nub. 112-18, 893-95 with Oec. 11.25), as L. 
Strauss pointed out in Xenophon’s Socratic Discourse (Ithaca, N.Y., 1970), pp. 159, 163—65 
(see further next note). In Xenophon’s Symposium, whose dramatic date is two years after 
the performance of the Clouds, we find a similarly revealing rejoinder to Aristophanes: 
here (6.6—7.4) the Syracusan entertainer, jealous of the attention Socrates is receiving, 
abuses him as a dpovtiotis, or thinker, one who investigates the most unbeneficial sub- 
ject, the heavenly things, and who employs geometry to measure distances in flea’s 
feet. Socrates responds to these charges by turning them back against the Syracusan: 
he answers the imputation of impiety implicit in the characterization of him as a “thinker 
on heavenly things” by asking whether the Syracusan knows anything more heavenly 
than the gods; and he answers the claim that he is concerned for “the most unbeneficial 
things” with an elaborate joke on how the gods benefit human beings by rain and light 
(cf. Mem. 1.4, 4.3; contrast Nub. 366—97). This response measures the distance between 
the Xenophontic Socrates and his Aristophanic namesake: the latter’s enquiries into the 
material causes of natural phenomena, which entail the denial of Zeus’s existence and 
have no beneficial effect on human beings, illustrate for the former the divine provi- 
dence whereby the natural order is constituted for mankind’s benefit. For the echoes 
of Aristophanes in Socrates’ further reply in 7.3—4, see below, note 67. His rejoinder 
wins Socrates’ approval (7.4), and in this case Aristophanes’ portrayal is just grist for 
Socrates’ irony. 
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Clouds that first led Socrates to raise the questions that characterize his 
mature philosophical outlook. Now there is good reason to suppose 
that the dramatic setting of the Oeconomicus is ironical, that Socrates in 
fact casts doubt upon Ischomachus’ conception of kalokagathia even as 
he purports to be learning from him.'? Nonetheless, the fact that Xe- 
nophon depicts Socrates as developing his mature philosophical posi- 
tion in response to Aristophanes’ charges well illustrates the extent to 
which the Clouds succeeded in setting the agenda for later Socratics 
who wished to vindicate Socrates against the judgment of his Athenian 
jury in 399 B.c. Aristophanes’ charges of impiety and corruption of the 
youth in fact motivate the very different philosophical biographies that 
Plato and Xenophon develop in their attempts to provide a publicly re- 
spectable defense of Socratic philosophy. Since both Plato and Xeno- 
phon would have been young boys when the Clouds was performed for 
the first and only time,*° they must have known the play from its writ- 
ten text as well as from its performance in 423 B.c. It is clear that they 
found Aristophanes’ attack on Socrates a specifically individuated one, 
which raised such troubling issues as to merit detailed response de- 
cades later. 

This judgment by Socrates’ philosophical heirs of the importance of 
Aristophanes’ portrayal has found little favor in recent decades among 
scholars of ancient comedy and philosophy, for whom it has become 
the fashion to doubt whether the Socrates parodied in the Clouds bears 
any relation at all to his eponymous historical father. They view the 
Aristophanic Socrates as a “typical sophist,” a composite character on 
whom Aristophanes has foisted all the objectionable characteristics of 
contemporary sophists: in the words of Kenneth Dover, author of the 
standard Greek edition of the play, “most of the elements in- Aris- 
tophanes’ portrayal of Socrates can be identified either as general 
characteristics of the sophists or as conspicuous characteristics of 


19Even Ischomachus suggests that Socrates is joking (Oec. 11.7). Arguments in favor of 
an ironical reading of the dramatic setting of the Oeconomicus are set out by John Stevens 
in Chapter 8. 

2°Our text of the Clouds is clearly an extensive (but probably incomplete) revision, 
which dates from several years after its initial performance: Hypothesis VI = I Dover 
summarizes the main differences between the two plays (see further PCG 3.2: 214-16); 
for discussion: K. J. Dover, Aristophanes’ Clouds (Oxford, 1968), pp. Ixxx—xcvili; and now 
the insightful recent work of T. K. Hubbard, “Parabatic Self-Criticism and the Two Ver- 
sions of Aristophanes’ Clouds,” CA 5 (1986): 182-97, The Mask of Comedy: Aristophanes and 
the Intertextual Parabasis, Cornell Studies in Classical Philology 51 (Ithaca, N.Y., 1991), 
pp. 88-113; and of H. Tarrant, “Alcibiades in Clouds I and II,” Ancient History: Resources 
for Teachers 19 (1989): 13—20, and his learned essay on Clouds I (above, note 17). Tarrant 
adduces evidence that suggests that Plato knew Clouds I rather than II: certainly it could 
have been the former rather than the latter that was responsible for turning public opin- 
ion against Socrates, though the evidence seems to me insufficient to determine whether 
Plato also know Clouds II. 
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some contemporary intellectuals.”*! The effect of this view, unsurpris- 
ingly, has been to remove the Clouds from serious consideration as a 
possible source of information about Socrates’ philosophy and intellec- 
tual biography.” 

This consequence might lead one to question the premises of this in- 
fluential interpretation. If we dismiss the evidence of the Clouds, we 
lose the sole text we possess that dates from Socrates’ own lifetime, and 
the precious illumination that it could throw on Socrates’ intellectual 
biography. It is true, of course, that comedy transforms its historical 
figures in the service of comic wisdom, but it is less often remarked that 
the other genres that preserve information about Socrates—particu- 
larly the apologia and the Sdkratikot logoi—present a Socrates similarly 
transformed by authorial interpretation. Plato and Xenophon portray 
Socrates with such systematic differences of philosophical orientation, 
even when reporting the same episode in his life, that it is difficult to 
resist the conclusion that in each case the reporter’s philosophical 
agenda has decisively shaped his portrayal of Socrates.”° Arnaldo Mo- 


?!Dover (above, note 20), pp. xxxii—Ivi at p. xl (in accordance with this interpretation 
he largely banishes from his commentary the comparanda provided by Xenophon and 
Plato—contrast the edition of Starkie cited below—so suppressing the information nec- 
essary to test that interpretation). Dover’s remarks have been reprinted as “Socrates in 
the Clouds,” in The Philosophy of Socrates, ed. G. Vlastos (New York, 1971), pp. 50—77, and 
have been widely followed (e.g., T. Gelzer, “Aristophanes,” RE Suppl. 12 (Stuttgart, 
1970], cols. 1441—44). Vlastos (above, note 4), p. 12, describes Dover’s discussion as a 
“masterly essay,” though it can hardly be said to answer the eloquent anticipatory refu- 
tation by Taylor (above, note 11), pp. 129—30, of the notion (already “commonly” held in 
1911) that Aristophanes’ Socrates is “no real individual man, but a composite photo- 
graph in which all the leading peripatetic professors are ingeniously blended.” For 
Kierkegaard’s argument that Aristophanes does not identify Socrates with the sophists, 
see The Concept of Irony, with Continual Reference to Socrates [1841], ed. and trans. E. V. and 
E. H. Hogg (Princeton, 1989), pp. 146—49. Dover's position, which of course is not orig- 
inal (see, for example, G. Grote, A History of Greece? [London, 1862], 6: 136—38; W. J. M. 
Starkie, The Clouds of Aristophanes (London, 1911], pp. xxx—xxxvii; P. Pucci, “Saggio sulle 
Nuvole,” Maia 12 [1960]: 120), has been repeatedly rejected in the past (e.g, R. Philipp- 
son, “Socrates’ Dialektik in Aristophanes’ Wolken,” RAM 81 [1932]: 30—38; W. Schmid, 
“Das Sokratesbild der Wolken,” Philologus 97 [1948]: 20g—28; L. Strauss, Socrates and 
Aristophanes [Chicago, 1966], pp. 3-53; and the further literature cited by Hubbard 1991 
[above, note 20], pp. 88—89 n. 4—5) and more recently (e.g., E. A. Havelock, “The 
Socratic Self As It Is Parodied in Aristophanes’ Clouds,” YCS 22 [1968]: 1-18; M. Nuss- 
baum, “Aristophanes and Socrates on Learning Practical Wisdom,” YCS 26 [1980]: 43— 
97; K. Kleve, “Anti-Dover or Socrates in the Clouds,” SO 58 [1983]: 23-37; L. Edmunds, 
“Aristophanes’ Socrates,” PBACAP 1 [1985]: 209—30). 

*2To take an extreme and therefore especially revealing example, T. H. Irwin writes 
that Aristophanes “aimed (with incomplete success) to be funny; he did not try to be ac- 
curate, and he betrays malice as well as misunderstanding” (Classical Thought (Oxford, 
1989], pp. 68—70, 232 n. 1). These claims are not supported by argument, but presum- 
ably Irwin considers none necessary. If, as he claims, Aristophanes presents Socrates as 
the “typical sophist” in his “crude and malicious attack on sophists in the Clouds,” there 
is no reason to study his play as evidence for Socrates’ life or philosophy. 

23As I have tried to show in one particular case (above, note 7). 
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migliano has drawn a similar conclusion about the Socratic memorial 
literature in general.** If, as he argues, the Socratics’ portraits of Soc- 
rates guide us through terra incognita rather than through the terrain 
Socrates traveled in his own life, we can approach his philosophy only 
through the mediation of thinkers none of whom sought to offer a me- 
morial of merely historical interest. Hence the “historical Socrates,” 
even assuming that he is the Socrates who ultimately interests us, is ac- 
cessible only through the portraits of specific authors who sought to 
appropriate his authority or notoriety for their own purposes. Seen 
from this perspective, the Socrates of the Clouds arguably presents dif- 
ficulties of interpretation no more perplexing than the Socrates of 
Aeschines, Plato, or Xenophon. And if we take seriously the high 
claims Aristophanes makes on behalf of comedy as a vehicle of civic 
education,”” epitomized in his coinage of the word tpvywdia. to rival 
tragedy’s claims to make the citizens better (cf. Ran. 1009—10),”° the 
Clouds may be seen to raise questions no less worthy of serious inves- 
tigation than those raised by Socrates’ philosophical heirs. 

The widespread consensus among modern scholars that the figure 
of Socrates in the Clouds is that of a typical sophist does not constitute 
an argument in favor of this interpretation. And this modern interpre- 
tation sits poorly with the extensive philosophical attention that Xeno- 
phon and Plato devote to refuting Aristophanes’ portrait. It does not of 
course follow from the central role Aristophanes’ charges play in shap- 
ing their presentation of Socrates that they regarded this portrait as a 
parody of his philosophical position at a certain stage in his intellectual 
biography. That conclusion can emerge only on the basis of the de- 
tailed comparison developed in section 2 below between the Platonic 


“The Development of Greek Biography (Cambridge, Mass., 1971), p. 46: “Biography ac- 
quired a new meaning when the Socratics moved into that zone between truth and fic- 
tion which is so bewildering to the professional historian. . .. With a man like Plato, .. . 
this is a consciously chosen ambiguity. The Socratics experimented in biography, and the 
experiments were directed towards capturing the potentialities rather than the realities 
of individual lives. Socrates, the main subject of their considerations . . . ,;was not so much 
the real Socrates as the potential Socrates. He was not a dead man whose life can be re- 
counted. He was a guide to territories yet unexplored.” 

*°For the poet’s claims to serve as teacher: Ach. 628, 656-58; Pax 738; Av. 912; fr. 
348.3 PCG. 

See esp. Ach. 496—501 (with 315-18 for context), where Dicaeopolis says: “Do not be 
indignant with me, members of the audience, if I—though a beggar—speak before the 
Athenians about the city, making a ¢trugozdia. For trugotdta also [kat] knows the just: I 
shall say shrewd things, but just.” For the construction of these lines and other evidence 
that Aristophanes has coined trugoidia to rival tpaywdta, see O. Taplin, “Tragedy and 
Trugedy,” CQ n.s. 33 (1983): 331-33; and, for Dicaeopolis’ elaborations of the educative 
power of trugoidia, see esp. Ach. 628—58, with the Persian king’s judgment at 650—51 that, 
as between the Athenians and Lacedaimonians, those who have been most abused by the 
comic poet “have been made much better human beings and will win the war by much, 
having this one as adviser.” Note also the joke at Wasps 650-51. 
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Socrates’ account of his pre-Socratism and the Aristophanic Socrates’ 
natural philosophy. But if Socrates’ heirs regarded this portrait as 
simply crude and malicious,”’ it was open to them to dismiss it as a par- 
ody of the typical sophist with whom Socrates himself shared little or 
nothing. At the least, their sustained preoccupation with the Clouds— 
noteworthy not least because they probably saw its performance as 
young boys and their responses provide our sole contemporary guide 
to its interpretation—strongly suggests that they did not construe 
the Aristophanic Socrates as the composite figure of the sophist but 
rather as a comic parody that raised philosophical issues of the ut- 
most seriousness. 

More generally, the hypothesis that Socrates would have been chosen 
to fill the role of a typical sophist, had Aristophanes been looking for 
one, is intrinsically implausible.*® For Socrates was a notoriously atyp- 
ical figure who stood out from his sophistic rivals because of his dis- 
tinctive personal mannerisms, his refusal to accept fees for teaching, 
and his preference for dialectic rather than rhetoric—all features to 
which Aristophanes, as we shall see shortly, draws attention in the 
Clouds. Thus Socrates does not serve as a plausible figure if Aristoph- 
anes’ target is the sophists in general. 

Nor is it plausible, if we take seriously Aristophanes’ high claims for 
comedy as a vehicle of civic education, that he would attach sophistic 
traits at will to a composite figure if he wished to illustrate the corrupt- 
ing effects of a particular kind of philosophical activity: parody must be 
plausibly specific to serve its function as social criticism.” That Aris- 
tophanes himself was not hostile to philosophy in general is made 
abundantly clear by the fact that he claims for himself some of Socrates’ 
most distinctive intellectual traits in the parabasis of the Clouds (see sec- 
tion 3 below). Hence Aristophanes’ attack is not directed against phi- 
losophy or sophistry as such but rather at the particular version of it 
practiced by Socrates (with the qualification introduced below in our 
discussion of the ppovtiotýpiov). And if Aristophanes is to succeed in 
exposing the corrosive political effects of Socrates’ philosophical activ- 


7Plato’s portrayal of the relationship between Aristophanes and Socrates in the Sym- 
postum, whose dramatic date is seven years after the Clouds, does not lend credence to 
such a view: to the contrary, Plato represents Socrates as being on such friendly terms 
with Aristophanes that he is able to persuade him that the good comic poet will also be 
a good tragic poet; see D. Clay, “The Tragic and Comic Poet of the Symposium,” Arion n.s. 
2 (1975): 238-61, reprinted in Studies in Ancient Greek Philosophy, ed. J. P. Anton and A. 
Preus (Albany, 1983), 2:176—202. 

284 more plausible choice for the “typical sophist” might have been found among the 
chorus of sophists whom Ameipsias put on stage in his Connus (ap. Ath. 218c). 

2°9For a similar argument to the effect that “baseless misrepresentation . .. must be 
fatal to the popular success of a caricature,” see Taylor (above, note 11), p. 131. 
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ity, he must portray it in a plausibly specific manner.°° Put differently, 
his parody of Socrates must be firmly enough grounded in fact that 
later Socratics could not simply dismiss it, as they manifestly did not, by 
denying that the figure depicted was Socrates.”! 

Such general considerations by themselves do not of course demon- 
strate that the Aristophanic Socrates is a specifically individuated por- 
trait of Socrates set at a certain stage in his philosophical development 
rather than a composite figure of the typical sophist. Let us turn then 
to the text of the Clouds. I shall argue that Aristophanes takes great 
care to individuate Socrates, and to call our attention to his main dif- 
ferences from the sophists. 

First, his physical appearance: Socrates was notorious for going 
around shoeless, unwashed, and apparently malnourished—character- 
istics that Antiphon claims make him a teacher of kaxodamovia.>” 
These characteristics are all parodied by Aristophanes.** Similarly, when 
the chorus of clouds explain that they listen to Socrates “because you 
swagger in the streets and cast your eyes from side to side, and shoeless 
you endure many evils and put on a solemn face for us” (362-63), they 
are presumably caricaturing Socrates’ personal mannerisms, because 
Alcibiades (hardly a hostile witness) adapts these lines in speaking to 
Aristophanes in Plato Symposium 22 1b. 

Second, his poverty: whereas many sophists, such as those gathered 
at Callias’ house in Plato’s Protagoras, had become quite wealthy by 
teaching for a fee, the Aristophanic Socrates lives in utter poverty (175), 
a fact that provides eloquent testimony to his complete lack of interest 


*°On the serious function of Aristophanic comedy, see especially J. Henderson, “The 
Demos and the Comic Competition,” in Nothing to Do with Dionysus? Athenian Drama in Its 
Social Context, ed. J. J. Winkler and F. I. Zeitlin (Princeton, 1990), pp. 271—313, and now 
Hubbard 1991 (above, note 20), esp. pp. 1—8, developing Plato’s account (Phlb. 48c—49c) 
of the relation between comedy and self-knowledge. The position I am rejecting is that 
taken by A. W. Gomme, “Aristophanes and Politics,” in Aristophanes und die alte Komödie, 
ed. H.- J. Newinger (Darmstadt, 1975), pp. 75—98. 

*'The parallel case of the Frogs illustrates this point well: in the contest staged by Di- 
onysus in Hades to find the poet best able to save Athens, Aristophanes bases his por- 
traits of Aeschylus and Euripides directly on their own plays, using their distinctive styles 
of meter, diction, prologue construction, and so forth as the starting point for a parody 
intended to expose their capacity to engender virtue among the citizen body. For Aris- 
tophanes to succeed in his stated agenda of guiding the Athenians to a successful and 
peaceful settlement of their war against Sparta, he must construct his contest for the 
Chair of Tragedy in such a way as to expose the fundamental political alternatives posed 
by each contestant. Hence no one, I trust, would be prepared to argue that Aeschylus or 
Euripides in the Frogs represents a composite portrayal of the “typical tragic poet.” 

*2Xen. Mem. 1.6.3; cf. 1.2.1, 3.5, 6.2; Pl. Symp. 174a, 220b. 

*Shoeless: Nub. 103, 363; unwashed: Av. 1282, 1554—55; Nub. 837; hungry: Nub. 175, 
185-86, 416, 441; Ameipsias fr. g PCG. 
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in money.°** Contrary to a common assumption, Socrates does not 
accept payment for his teaching in the Clouds.*> Strepsiades thinks 
that Socrates teaches for pay (98), but he is so ignorant of the thinkery 
that he cannot even name who dwells there (100). In fact, Socrates 
takes no interest in Strepsiades’ offer of a fee (244-45; for the theft 
of Strepsiades’ cloak, see section 3 below); he says that Hyperbolus 
learned oratory for a talent (876), but there is no evidence that it 
was Socrates who taught him; and the unspecified gift Strepsiades 
offers at 1146—47 is nowhere contracted and seems just to result from 
his opinion that “one ought somehow to show admiration for the 
teacher.”°° 

Third, his philosophical method: Aristophanes frequently parodies 
Socratic methods of enquiry known to us from Plato and Xenophon.?” 
Thus Socrates employs a kind of proto-elenchus in explaining the 
crash of thunder on the basis of Strepsiades’ experience with digestive 
disorders at the Panathenaea (385-93). “I shall teach you from your- 
self” (385) captures one crucial feature of Socrates’ elenctic method as 
portrayed by Xenophon and Plato,” while his insistence on learning 
Strepsiades’ character (his tpdmo0c, 478—80) before teaching him,°” and 
his demand that Strepsiades form his own @povttdec before Socrates 
examines them,*° capture others. The method of division and collec- 
tion recommended at 740—42 may represent another reminiscence of 
Socratic dialectical practice,*' while 1377—40 have often been taken as a 
reference to Socratic midwifery as expounded in the Theaetetus.** Cer- 


34Contra: Edmunds (above, note 21), p. 209, for example. For a survey of the evi- 
dence, see D. L. Blank, “Socrates and the Sophists on Accepting Payment for Teaching,” 
CA 4 (1984): 1—49. of 

35So, for instance, Dover (above, note 20), pp. xxxiv, xlvi; an exception is Taylor 
(above, note 11), pp. 158 n. 2, 177. 

36For speculations about the identity of the gift, see Dover (above, note 20) ad loc. 

37Dover (above, note 20), pp. xlii—xliv, attempts to discredit evidence such as that pre- 
sented below, but not persuasively in my opinion. 

38Similarly, Unjust Speech, who seems to dwell on the premises of the thinkery and 
whose argumentative technique owes something to Socratic method, boasts that “from 
whatever things [his opponent] says,” he will shoot him down with novel thoughts (94 1— 
44). The elenchus represents a distinctively Socratic contribution to dialectical practice: 
see, for example, the account of N. Gulley, The Philosophy of Socrates (London, 1968), pp. 
29—62, which reviews sophistic antecedents to the elenchus. 

39Gf. Pl. Prt. 352a; Chrm. 1156b—c. 

4°See the material collected by Taylor (above, note 11), p. 172. . 

4! Taylor (above, note 11), p. 171 n. 1, compares Xenophon Memorabilia 4.5.1 1, 12, On 
SLahéyovtas kata yévyn Tà mpdyata. Cf. Epicrates’ parody of the practice of dua tpeots in 
Plato’s school. l 

42E.g., Taylor (above, note 11), pp. 148-51; J. Tomin, “Socratic Midwifery,” CQ n.s. 37 
(1987): 97—102; but H. Tarrant, “Midwifery and the Clouds,” CQ n.s. 38 (1988): 1 16—22, 
expresses doubts. 
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tainly the Aristophanic Socrates is unlike the typical sophist in avoiding 
rhetorical set pieces, and in preferring to argue dialectically on the ba- 
sis of his interlocutor’s premises. 

Thus Aristophanes appears to have taken the care to delineate a 
plausibly specific portrait of Socrates and to distinguish him from the 
“typical sophist.” The main reason that Dover’s view has found such 
ready acceptance is that scholars have been prepared to attribute to 
Socrates himself views ascribed generally to those dwelling in the 
thinkery.** The thinkery is first introduced to us by Strepsiades, who 
offers the following ill-formed description: 


WVvYWV COPWv tovv’ oti Ppovtrotiptov. 
évtaud’ évoikovo’ ğvåpeg of tòv odpavov 
Aéyovtes A&vatreiBovow ÓS otv mvyetc, 
KGOTLv mepi Has OUTOG, Tes 5’ GvOpakec. 
ovtor d:ddoKovo’, åpyúpiov Tv tis Å, 
Aéyovta vukav kai ikara k&duka. 


That is a thinkery of wise souls. 

In there dwell men who by speaking 

persuade one that the heaven is a stove 

And that it is around us, and we are charcoals. 

If someone gives them money, they teach him 

how to win both just and unjust causes by speaking. 


(94-99) ` 


If taken to apply to Socrates himself, these five lines arguably contain 
four basic misrepresentations and well illustrate the hazards of attrib- 
uting to him the characteristics ascribed to him by so hopeless a can- 
didate for initiation into the mysteries of the thinkery as Strepsiades: 
(1) Hippon apparently compared the heaven to a stove (pnigeus, a hemi- 
spherical cover used in baking bread) but did not say that it is a stove; * 
(2) Heraclitus similarly compared men to glowing charcoals in his ac- 


*Consider also the possible allusion to the Socratic doctrine that no one willingly does 
wrong at Birds 603-5, with R. Stark, “Sokratisches in den ‘Vogeln’ des Aristophanes,” 
RhM 06 (1953): 77—89 at pp. 86-89. 

*“*The objection that this distinction would have been lost on Aristophanes’ audience 
does not impress me. Comedy, like other serious literature, may be written on many 
levels, and an attempt to reduce interpretation of the Clouds to the most vulgar possible 
denomination is especially inappropriate, for Aristophanes goes out of his way in 
the parabasis to emphasize that this play was undertaken for the oopot among his au- 
dience (525-26; contrast the concessions to public taste in the Wasps (65-66, 1048—50], 
a play presented in 422 B.C., with the interpretation of Hubbard 1991 [above, note 20], 
pp. 116-19). 


45For the evidence, see Dover (above, note 20) ad loc. 
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count of the “divine Aéyoc” (fr. 22 A16 DK); (3) these doctrines are no- 
where attributed to Socrates elsewhere in the play, nor are they implied 
by views he does hold; and (4) the notion that Socrates teaches for pay, 
as we have seen, is incompatible with his poverty and is not borne out 
in the course of the play itself. When Socrates does undertake to test 
Strepsiades’ suitability as a pupil, after the latter has affirmed his desire 
to know clearly the divine things and to commune with the clouds 
(250-53), he refuses Strepsiades’ repeated requests to teach him the 
unjust speech; and when Strepsiades returns with his son Pheidip- 
pides, Socrates leaves the stage, showing no interest in the debate be- 
tween Just and Unjust Speech that follows. Socrates’ indifference to the 
outcome of this debate might be supposed to render him guilty, in dra- 
matic terms, of corrupting the youth, but we must not confuse this 
problem with that of identifying his own philosophical position. Strep- 
siades’ misunderstandings of Socrates,‘ and the differences between 
the latter’s view and those of Just and Unjust Speech (see section 3 be- 
low), show that we cannot necessarily attribute to Socrates himself the 
doctrines held by his companions in the thinkery. 

If we focus carefully on the doctrines the Aristophanic Socrates ad- 
vocates in his own name, on the other hand, we will find that he pro- 
fesses a consistent, and historically plausible, philosophical position quite 
different from that of the typical sophist. The Socrates of the Clouds is 
an enthusiastic proponent of the explanation of all natural phenomena 
in terms of their material constituents, and in this respect he resembles 
the later Ionian g@voucot who were his contemporaries. But the simi- 
larity, I shall argue, runs deeper: Socrates is consistently represented in 
the Clouds as an adherent of the views of Diogenes of Apollonia, who 
flourished in the 430s, traditionally being recognized as the last of the 
physikoi.*’ Diogenes exercised an influence in popular thought unpar- 
alleled among pre-Socratic philosophers, as is witnessed in tragedy by 
Euripides’ numerous allusions,*® in Middle Comedy by Philemon’s 
portrayal of Air as an omniscient spectator—also known as Zeus—of 
all that god or human being may do (fr. 95 PCG), in medical theory by 


4°For several examples of the humorous misunderstandings that arise from the con- 
frontation of popular thought with Socratic doctrine in Strepsiades’ education, see L. 
Woodbury, “Strepsiades’ Understanding,” Phoenix 34 (1980): 108-27. 

47This is on the basis of Theophrastus’ description of Diogenes (ap. Simpl. In phys. 
25.a = fr. 64A5 DK) as “almost the youngest” of those concerned with the study of 
nature. For a critical review of scholarship on Diogenes’ place in the history of pre- 
Socratic philosophy, see A. Laks, Diogenes d’Apollonie, Cahiers de philologie g (Lille, 
1983), pp. xix—xl. 

4*See esp. frs. 836, 869, 903, 911, 935, 1007 TGF; Eur. Tro. 884—89; Hec. 884-88, with 
E. E. Beers, Euripides and Later Greek Thought (Chicago, 1914), pp. 4—9, 72—75; R. Scodel, 
The Trojan Trilogy of Euripides, Hypomnemata 60 (Göttingen, 1980), pp. 93—95- 
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the extensive adaptation of his physiological doctrine by Hippocratic 
writers*” and by Aristotle’s long quotation of his doctrine on phéßeg (fr. 
B6 DK = Hist. an. 511b931ff.), in natural philosophy by Xenophon’s 
adaptation of his argument from the design of nature in reporting 
Socrates’ doctrine of divine providence,”® and in literary criticism by 
the Deverni papyrus’ use of him as a major source.”! 

Such widespread influence may seem surprising in the case of a 
thinker often said to have been among the least as well as the last of the 
pre-Socratics.®* But I think that Diogenes’ philosophical project merits 
a far more sympathetic assessment, one that recognizes him as a major 
figure entirely worthy of his influence on the philosophical enquiries 
of the young Socrates. 

In his On Nature Diogenes develops a comprehensive natural philos- 
ophy that aims to show how, accepting the Eleatic argument against the 
generation of anything out of what it is not,?* one can still account for 


#9See, among others, F. Willerding, Studia Hippocratica (Göttingen, 1914), pp..18—24; 
W. A. Heidel, Hippocratic Medicine (New York, 1941), pp. 51—53; H. W. Miller, “A Medical 
Theory of Cognition,” TAPA 79 (1948): 168—83, and “The Concept of the Divine in De 
Morbo Sacro,” TAPA 84 (1953): 1—1 5; F. Solmsen, “Greek Philosophy and the Discovery of 
the Nerves,” MH 18 (1961): 153-57; J. Jouanna, “Rapports entre Melissos de Samos et 
Diogene d’Apollonie, a la lumiére du traité hippocratique de natura hominis,” REA 67 
(1965): 306—23, esp. pp. 307-14. 

*°Diogenes’ argument from the design of nature in fr. B3 DK appears to be the first 
instance of an argument that features prominently in later discussions of teleology: see 
esp. Mem. 1.4, 4.3, whose close verbal parallels with Diogenes fr. 3 are emphasized by W. 
Theiler, Zur Geschichte der teleologischen Naturbetrachtung bis auf Aristoteles (Zurich, 1925), 
pp. 9-36, and W. Jaeger, The Theology of the Early Greek Philosophers (Oxford, 1947), pp. 
189—95; the withering criticism Laks (above, note 47), pp. Xxvii—xxvill, 250—57, levels 
against their reconstruction does not provide an impartial assessment of the evidence 
that suggests that Diogenes significantly influenced Socratic teleology, though he is cer- 
tainly right to point out that Xenophon’s Socrates goes beyond Diogenes in seeing nature 
as a whole constituted for the benefit of mankind. See below, note 81 for the implications 
of Diogenes’ apparent influence on the Xenophontic Socrates. 

5'The text has been published by R. Merkelbach as an appendix to ZPE 47 (1982); for 
the commentator’s use of Diogenes, see W. Burkert, “Orpheus und die Vorsokratiker,” 
A&A 14 (1968): 93—114. 

527. Barnes, The Presocratic Philosophers (London, 1979), 2:265, quoting E. Hussey, 
The Presocratics (London, 1972), p. 141, offers this patronizing assessment: “By common 
scholarly consent, he was at least as well as last: he worked eclectically rather than cre- 
atively, and ‘does not seem to have attempted original thought’; indeed, he represents a 
positive regression, for his ‘general level of philosophical awareness suggests the age 
of Anaximines, not that of Anaxagoras and the sophists.’” On the next page (p. 266) 
Barnes describes Diogenes as “an essentially second-rate man” and implies that he is a 
“bore”; by the end of the chapter (p. 281) he has become “a judicious eclectic and a bold 
synthesizer.” Diogenes’ interest and originality become clearer as one’s knowledge of the 
text deepens. 

>3While it is sometimes claimed that Diogenes took no account of the Eleatic challenge 
(thus, for example, H. Cherniss, “The Characteristics and Effects of Pre-Socratic Philos- 
ophy,” JHI 12 [1951]: 344, reprinted in Selected Papers, ed. L. Taran [Leiden, 1977], p- 
87, maintains that he wrote “as if Parmenides had never lived,” likening his project to 
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change and plurality in the cosmos. Diogenes’ strategy is to postulate 
that all things originate from a single source, thereby accepting Par- 
menides’ ban on the generation of something from nothing, and to 
identify this source as “intelligence [vónos], what is called air by hu- 
man beings, and by it all human beings are steered, and it has power 
over everything.”°* Diogenes undertakes to demonstrate the workings 
of nature’s intelligent design from the orderly succession of the seasons 
down to the internal workings of the human body.”” In elaborating this 
theory, Diogenes freely appropriates and adapts what he found best in 
the previous tradition of phystologia, such as Anaxagoras’ theory of vouc 
and Empedocles’ theory of pores; but he consistently does so not in an 
“eclectic” manner—if that be understood in its usual rather patroniz- 
ing sense”°—but rather to serve his original strategy in answering the 
Eleatic challenge. His wide influence may be explained in part by the 
likelihood that his On Nature provided the best summation of the pre- 
Socratic approach to the study of nature available in Athens during the 
final quarter of the fifth century B.c. 

In what follows, I argue that Aristophanes consistently represents 
Socrates as an adherent of Diogenes’ natural philosophy, parodying 
not only the claim that air is the material principle of all natural phe- 
nomena, but also a variety of other views distinctively held by Dio- 
genes. The fact that the Aristophanic Socrates is represented as 
holding a variety of views attested for Diogenes seems to me to provide 
strong evidence against the variant of Dover's interpretation that 
would see Aristophanes as simply foisting on Socrates a philosophical 
doctrine that especially lent itself to parody. Since the “intellectual au- 
tobiography” of Plato’s Phaedo shows that Socrates, at a certain stage in 


“the last meaningless twitches of a broken habit, uncoordinated repetitions of a pattern 


of past meaning”). I have been persuaded by M. F. Burnyeat in an oral presentation on 
Diogenes fr. B2 DK that this text turns the strategy of Melissus frs. B7—8 DK against the 
Eleatics as an argument for pluralism. I would argue that the argument from design in 
fr. B3 DK, as developed in the later parts of On Nature, is intended to support this Eleatic 
rejoinder in fr. 2 by showing how plurality is possible if we can derive all things from the 
same source structured by intelligence in the noblest possible way. 

“kai pou okel tò tiv vóna Exov evar ó åùp Kahotpevos bd tõv åvðpúónwv, Kai 
Únò tovTOU TávTAŞ kal KUPepvacbar Kal mávtwv kpateiv: AUTO yap por TOUTO Beds oket 
elvan Kol émi mav A>iyGat kal mávta Statévae kal év mavti vetva. kal eat ode Ev 
6 Te WH petéxer tovtou: petéxer SE OVSE Ev Guoiws TO EtEPOV TH EtepwW, GAAG morkoi 
TpótToL kat adtoOU TOU depos kal ths voros eċow: oti yàp TOAVTPOTIOS. . . , fr. Bs DK. 

"The interpretation of Diogenes’ project outlined here will receive detailed defense 
in a paper I am preparing on Diogenes’ account of human physiology as reported by 
Theophrastus in De sensu 39—48 and in the Hippocratic De morbo sacro. 

"8 As evident, for instance, in the remarks of Barnes quoted in note 52 above or in the 
section heading in Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (above, note 4), p. 436, entitled “The 
Eclectic, But Not Valueless, Nature of Diogenes’ Thought.” 
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his philosophical development, was an eager proponent of the expla- 
nation of natural phenomena in terms of their material constituents 
(Phd. g6a—ggd),°’ it is perfectly plausible that the historical Socrates 
might at some point have fallen under Diogenes’ sway during the 430s 
or 420s.°° The fact that Aristophanes caricatures a Socrates who ad- 
vocates a single, consistent philosophical position in line with contem- 
porary Ionian physiologia thus provides a reasonable historical link 
between Diogenes and the pre-Socratic Socrates.”? 


57Cf. also Socrates’ praise of the writings of “the most wise men” on nature and the 
universe at Lysis 214b; and his reference to the sophoi who call the universe Kdopoc at 
Gorgias 50'7e—508a. 


There is no reason on chronological grounds why Diogenes could not have exercised 


a significant influence on Socrates: while exact dates are lacking, Socrates is usually said 
to have been a pupil of Archelaus, himself a pupil of Anaxagoras (D.L. 2.16, 23), and 
Diogenes was a famous contemporary of Anaxagoras (D.L. 9.57). Given his interest in 
Anaxagoras’ account of the role of nous in the explanation of natural phenomena as at- 
tested in Phaedo 97b—98b, Socrates might have taken especial interest in the modifica- 
tions Diogenes introduces into the Anaxagorean theory in his own account of the role of 
intelligence in ordering air in the noblest possible way according to the design of nature. 

59If we ask, however, not whether the Aristophanic Socrates’ philosophical position is 
historically plausible, as it manifestly is, but whether we are entitled to conclude that 
Socrates actually was an adherent of Diogenes when the Clouds was performed in 423 
B.C., caution is in order. The close correspondences between the evidence of Plato and 
of Aristophanes discussed below in section 3 appear to me to rule out the possibility that 
the latter’s portrayal is simple invention. The Platonic Socrates reports that in his youth 
he considered a wide variety of pre-Socratic explanations, and there is no reason why he 
could not have undergone a stage in which he explored Diogenes’ theory that air is the 
material principle of all natural phenomena. 

Yet it is difficult to assess the extent of dramatic anachronism possibly at play in Aris- 
tophanes’ portrayal. On the one hand, Socrates must have been known as a proponent 
of material explanations of natural phenomena for Aristophanes’ play to appear credible 
as a parody of a specific philosophical position. This consideration provides one indica- 
tion of relative chronology in Socrates’ intellectual biography: Aristophanes’ portrayal 
must precede the story of the Delphic oracle as recounted by Plato, for that portrayal 
would hardly have seemed plausible if Socrates were already known in 423 B.c. for pre- 
occupation with ethical questions of the kind that, according to Plato, occupied Socrates 
subsequent to his attempted elenchus of the Delphic oracle. This consideration would 
appear to rule out the speculation sometimes advanced that Socrates became a target of 
comic parody starting in 423 B.C. because the story of the Delphic oracle had then come 
to public attention. If this were so, it is surely astonishing that Aristophanes makes no 
reference to it. The outbursts on the part of Socrates’ jury, in the versions both of Plato 
and of Xenophon, when he mentions the oracle also suggest that the story was not pop- 
ularly known. The Platonic account of the oracle thus provides some constraint on the 
possibility of dramatic anachronism in Aristophanes’ portrayal of Socrates (Xenophon 
denies any link between the oracle and Socrates’ philosophical mission in Apology 14-15: 
see Vander Waerdt [above, note 7]), though of course one must bear in mind the possi- 
bility that Plato’s story of the oracle is a literary fiction. 

On the other hand, if we take the Aristophanic Socrates as a comic representation of 
the historical Socrates’ position in 423, the question arises whether it is plausible that by 


this late date Socrates still had not read Anaxagoras’ book, whose influence on his in- . 


tellectual development is described in Phaedo 97b—g9d, since Anaxagoras is reported to 
have died in Lampsacus in 428/427 B.c. (D.L. 2.7); for Anaxagoras’ chronology, see Kirk, 
Raven, and Schofield (above, note 4), pp. 352-55; D. Sider, The Fragments of Anaxagoras 
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Natural philosophy is not, to be sure, the Aristophanic Socrates’ sole 
interest: he is also concerned with meter, rhythm, and the correct ex- 
planation of names,°®° but the study of these subjects as propaedeutic to 
dialectic is perfectly compatible with his central interest in the material 
causes of natural phenomena. It is clear, moreover, that the Aris- 
tophanic Socrates takes little or no interest in the ethical questions 
(e.g., whether law is founded in nature or convention, the relative mer- 
its of Old and New Education) favored by contemporary sophists, ques- 
tions that Aristophanes treats in the debate between Socrates’ fellow 
dwellers in the thinkery, Just and Unjust Speech. While Socrates is 


commonly assumed to be responsible for Unjust Speech’s teachings, 


their views in fact diverge in fundamental ways, and there is no reason 
to assign to Socrates himself the positions advocated by his companions 
in the phrontistérion, or thinkery.°' The thinkery itself poses an impor- 
tant related problem, since there is no evidence that Socrates himself 
ever ran any kind of school.®? I suggest that Aristophanes has invented 
the thinkery as a dramatic device precisely in order to introduce cer- 
tain sophistic themes in which Socrates himself, being principally con- 
cerned with the study of nature, took little or no interest. In general, 
Aristophanes is much more careful than has been recognized to dis- 
tinguish the doctrines Socrates holds from those of his associates, on 
whom he allegedly exercised a pernicious influence. 

My argument is structured as follows. First, I try to show that the 
portrayal of Socrates as a natural philosopher in the Clouds corre- 
sponds to his “first sailing” as described in his intellectual autobiogra- 
phy in the Phaedo. Next I explore the affinities of this portrayal with 
earlier pre-Socratic thought, arriving at the conclusion that the Aris- 


(Meisenheim an Glan, 1981), pp. 1-11. This difficulty disappears if one recognizes that 


> a 


the Phaedo telescopes chronology from the perspective of Socrates’ “second sailing”: 
Plato does not give a clear enough indication of how long the fourth phase in Socrates’ 
development lasted to settle such a precise question of chronology (see section 2 and 
notes 76 and 81 below). 

°°For the Prodicean and Protagorean background of Socrates’ interest in linguistic 
matters, see A. Sommerstein’s note ad 659 in Aristophanes: Clouds (Warminster, 1982), p- 
196. 

6! Aristophanes indicates as much by use of stage directions to distance Socrates from 
the teaching of his fellow inhabitants in the thinkery: note, for example, the latter’s de- 
parture from stage during the contest between Just and Unjust Speech. 

The closest indication of group study is Xenophon’s reference to Socrates’ explora- 
tion of the “treasures of the wise men of old” (Mem. 1.6.14) in the company of his friends. 
There appears to be no adequate parallel among the sophists at this period for a formal 
school of the kind envisaged by Aristophanes. 

°SReformulated in Dover's terms, Aristophanes parodies “general characteristics of 
the sophists” by associating Socrates with a phrontistérion that, unlike Socrates himself, 
takes an interest in the ethical questions that concerned contemporary sophists. 


[66] Paul A. Vander Waerdt 


tophanic Socrates’ philosophical hero is Diogenes of Apollonia. Then I 
turn to Aristophanes’ criticism of Socratic enquiry into nature, which 
remarkably parallels the mature Socrates’ view, as represented by 
Xenophon, and discuss the latter’s account of the considerations that 
led Socrates to reject the pre-Socratic approach to the study of na- 
ture but to advocate study of the ancillary disciplines of natural phi- 
losophy insofar as they are necessary to develop human freedom 
and self-sufficiency. 


2. Socrates as a Natural Philosopher 


If we are to understand why Socrates turned away from his early in- 
terest in the study of nature, we need to grasp as clearly as possible its 
original character. Our strategy will be to look for correspondences be- 
tween the text that records the Platonic Socrates criticism of pre- 
Socratic natural philosophy, Phaedo g6a—ggd, and what is attributed to 
Socrates in the Clouds. My claim is that the Aristophanic Socrates, who 
attempts to explain all natural phenomena in terms of their material 
constituents, displays the same philosophical orientation as does the 
young Socrates, whose break with his pre-Socratism is motivated in 
part by dissatisfaction with this approach. 

What then are the central characteristics of this orientation? In the 
Phaedo, Socrates distinguishes several stages in his “first sailing.” The 
initial stage is marked by great eagerness for enquiry into nature, cou- 
pled with an attempt to explain all natural phenomena as reducible to 
certain material constituents (g6a—d). In the second stage, reflection 
on the problem of unity led Socrates to become dissatisfied with his 
attempt to account for the causes of things in material terms (g6d— 
g7b); but, in the stage that followed, Anaxagoras’ view that nous ar- 
ranges and causes all things seemed for a time to offer a way out of 
these difficulties (g7b—98b); until, in the next stage, Socrates realized 
that Anaxagoras too reduces the causes of things to material constitu- 
ents such as air, ether, and water, failing entirely to explain the true 
causes of things—namely, why it is best for them to be as they are (g8b— 
ggd). Socrates’ dissatisfaction with Anaxagoras leads him to abandon 


6141The sole argument that Dover (above, note 20), p. xlix, offers against the interpre- 
tive strategy I adopt (which he would characterize as “the only recourse of those who 
believe that because Aristophanes and Plato are both admirable writers they must also be 
just, accurate and truthful”) is that the “metaphysical curiosity” in Phaedo g6a—ggd “is 
separated by a very wide gulf from Aristophanes’ portrayal of a Socrates who professes 
to teach scientific doctrine in mechanistic terms.” In this section I argue that there is little 
or no gulf between the Aristophanic Socrates and the youthful Socrates’ enquiries into 
physiologia as set out at Phaedo g6a—b. 
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the pre-Socratic approach to nature altogether, and to embark finally 
on his “second sailing,” wherein he seeks to investigate the truth of be- 
ings through logoi (gge), that is, through the method of hypothesis.®° 
The Aristophanic Socrates, I suggest, corresponds to the initial stage of 
Socrates’ first sailing. 

Socrates undertakes to narrate his youthful experiences (tà 140n) 
with the causes of generation and destruction in order to answer 
Cebes’ concern that the soul, even if it undergoes reincarnation repeat- 
edly, may prove to be not immortal but merely long-lasting. He begins 
as follows: 


yw yap, Epyn, © KéBys, véos öv Bavpaotas ðc neBúunoa tavbtys TAS 
oodtas Fv ù kaloda nepi púoews iotopiav: bmEpripavos yap por €5dKet 
etvar, etd€évar tas aitias ÉKÁOTOV, Sid TÚ ylyvetar EkAOTOV Kat Sud TÉ ANOA- 
Autar Kat Sid tÉ oTt. kal MOAAGKLG EMaUTOV ðvw kátw pEeTEeBaAAOV 
OKONOV NPOTOV TÀ tordde. “"Ap’ ênerðàv tÒ Gepuov Kai tO puxpòv onne- 
ddva. twa AGB, doc tives EAeyov, tóte ù tà bwa ovvtpedetar; Kai mdteE- 
pov tò aiwa otuv & mpovovpev, Ñ ó Arp Ñ 16 Up; Ñ tToútwv Kai pev ovdeV, 
6 & é€yKepadds otuv 6 tàs atoðýoes mapexywv tov kove Kai 6pav Kat 
doppatvecBar, Ek TOVTWV SE yíyvorto uvýun kat SdEa, ék Sé uvýuns Kai 
SdEns AaPovons TO Hpeperv, KATA tavtTA ylyvecBar émotýunv; Kai að 
TOUTWV TAS POOPas OKONWV, Kai Ta nepi TOV oùpavóv te Kai TH yiv ráðn, 
TekeVTWV OVTWS uavtw E50EQa mpdc tavTHv TH okéy Auris eivai GC 
ovdéev ypnua. 


When I was young, Cebes, I was marvelously eager for this wisdom, which 
they call enquiry into nature. For it seemed to me glorious, to know the 
causes [tas aitias] of each thing, why each thing comes into being, why it 
perishes, and why it is; and many times I unsettled myself, investigating 
first such questions as these: (1) Is it when hot and cold give rise to pu- 
trefaction, as some say, that living beings are nourished? (2) And is it 
blood by which we think, or air or fire, or by none of these, but the brain 
that provides sensations of hearing and seeing and smelling, whence 
comes memory and opinion, and does knowledge come from memory 
and opinion in a state of rest according to these things? (3) And again, 
investigating the destruction of these things, the phenomena [ża pathé] of 
heaven and earth, I came at last to decide that I was by nature not fit at 
all for this investigation. (g6a—b) 


®°On which see now D. L. Blank, “Socrates’ Instructions to Cebes: Plato, Phaedo 101d— 
e,” Hermes 114 (1986): 146—63. For the place of this account within the argument of 
the Phaedo, see the stimulating essay by M. Davis, “Socrates’ Pre-Socratism: Some Re- 
marks on the Structure of Plato’s Phaedo,” ReuMeta 32 (1980): 559-77. D. W. Graham, 
“Socrates, the Craft Analogy, and Science,” Apeiron 24 (1991): 1—24, has now argued that 
the demand for teleological explanation set forth in this passage is motivated by the 
moral requirements of Socratic ethics. See below, note 81 for the suggestion that Dio- 
genes of Apollonia’s argument from design in fr. 3 provides an important antecedent to 
the Platonic Socrates’ demand for teleological explanation. 
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This account of the young Socrates’ eager enquiry into the material 
causes of the generation and destruction of natural phenomena seems 
to characterize perfectly the activities of the Aristophanic Socrates, 
who likewise takes a comprehensive interest in the study of nature. Be- 
fore Socrates even appears on stage he has been identified as a new 
Thales (cf. 180; Av. 1009), renowned for his enquiry into the heavenly 
things. Socrates himself is reported to investigate such subjects as the 
number of its own feet a flea can jump (145), the physiology of the gnat 
(156-65), and the courses and revolutions of the moon (171—72).°” 
When we first catch sight of his students, upon Strepsiades’ entry into 
the thinkery, some are busily engaged in investigation of “the things 
under the earth” (188), while others stoop down so far as to delve into 
Erebus under Tartarus (192), while the mpwxtdéc looks up to heaven 
so that it, “itself by itself” (a clear parody of Socratic language), may 
learn astronomy (193—95; cf. 201). Geometry (1'77—79, 202-3),°° geol- 
ogy (187-88), and geography (202-16) fill out the school’s curricu- 
lum.®? These and other examples testify to a comprehensive interest in 
the explanation of natural phenomena, both animate and inanimate, 
stretching from the heavens down to the deepest reaches of Tartarus. 

Now the Aristophanic Socrates seeks to account for these phenom- 
ena in terms of their material causes, that is, in terms of the “necessity” 
that causes them to be constituted as they are. This corresponds to 
Socrates’ attempt, in his pre-Socratic phase as described in the Phaedo, 
to look for the aitia of each thing (g6a), by which he means the material 
constituent that is responsible for its physical constitution. The aztza for 
which the pre-Socratic Socrates seeks thus corresponds to the “neces- 
sity” that the Aristophanic Socrates offers in explanation of the mate- 
rial constituents of natural phenomena. This approach leads him to 
reject any explanation of these phenomena that appeals to divine will 
rather than material necessity. A good example is provided by Socrates’ 
account of thunder, which Strepsiades challenges him to explain in 
view of his denial of the existence of Zeus: 3 


66Cf. Hdt. 1.74.2 for Thales’ prediction of the solar eclipse of 585 B.C. 

®7That Socrates, at least at a certain stage in his life, had an interest in questions of this 
general kind is confirmed by Xenophon Symposium 7.4 (which forms part of Socrates’ re- 
joinder to the Aristophanic @6voc of the Syracusan entertainer in 6.6—7.5), where he 
mentions as “marvels” immediately at hand the questions of why a lamp because of its 
bright flame gives light, but a bright bronze mirror does not produce light by reflections; 
and why olive oil, although wet, increases the flame, but water, because it is wet, puts the 
fire out. 

68See further Taylor (above, note 11), pp. 154-56, for parodies of mathematical ter- 
minology in this opening scene. 

©°From Socrates’ later instruction of Pheidippides it appears that the study of meter 
(638ff.) and grammar (658ff.) are propaedeutic disciplines that the initiate must master 
in order to enter the school. 
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őtav éumàinoðdo’ Üðatoc MOAAOV kåvaykaoðwo þépeoða 
katakpyuvápevar mińýpeis öußBpov dv’ àváykyv, cita Paperar 
eic GAArAas euntntovoar pýyvuvta kal ratayoðow. 


When they are filled up with much water and are compelled 
to be borne along by necessity, hanging down full of rain, then 
they heavily fall into each other, bursting and clapping. 


(376—79) 


Socrates’ account here relies solely on the material constituents of the 
clouds: when they become filled with much water, they are borne along 
by “necessity” until they collide with one another, and produce thunder 
by their bursting and clapping.”° This search for material causes is par- 
alleled in other cases. , 

Thus the Aristophanic Socrates seeks to explain all natural phenom- 
ena in terms of their material causes, just as described in the Phaedo. 
But does he also investigate the specific subjects that the mature Soc- 
rates there offers as examples of the application of his search for ma- 
terial causes? Two of the three sentences marked in the passage from 
the Phaedo translated above are clearly attested for the Clouds, and the 
third is a doctrine held by Socrates’ teacher. 

To begin with the last, (1) is a clear allusion to the zoogony of Arch- 
elaus, Socrates’ teacher.’? Archelaus follows Anaxagoras in holding 
that there is a material mixture and in adopting the same first princi- 
ples, but he modifies his doctrine of nous by holding that there is a cer- 
tain mixture in it, and that motion originated in the separation of hot 
and cold (Hippol. Haer. 1.9.5).’* The doctrine to which Plato alludes is 
put by Hippolytus as follows in his account of Archelaus’ zoogony: 
when “the hot and the cold were mingled, many animals began to ap- 
pear, including human beings, all with the same manner of life and all 
deriving their nourishment from the slime.”’* It is likely that Socrates 
encountered this doctrine in the course of his study with Archelaus. 
Aristophanes’ silence about it may not be significant: for it is evident 
from Phaedo 96c—d that Socrates’ enquiries into the origin of living be- 


Socrates’ explanation of Bpovty in terms of the moisture in the clouds may well de- 
rive from Diogenes (see Placita 3.3.8 in DG). 

“'So, for example, in the case of the thunderbolt (403—7). 

“This is on the authority of Theophrastus, as Simplicius (In phys. 27.23) indicates: cf. 
the Suda, s.v. “Archelaus”; Porph. Hist. philos. fr. 12; D.L. 2.16, 23. 

“Cf. Burnet ad PI. Phd. g6b3; Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (above, note 4), pp. 385-89. 

“epi dé EGov Hyotv, Ste Oepparvonevys TÄS YH TÒ APOTOV ev TH KATH pépet, GOV Td 
Beppòv kal TO WuXPOV Ewtoyeto avedacveto tá te hla Ewa NOAAG Kat ot dvOpwxor, 
dnavta thy avthy ðlartav Exovta ék tg ihúog tpepópeva (tv č GAryoypdvia), Votepov 
dé adtoics Å éE GAAiAwV yéveois ovvétn (Hippol. Haer. 1.9.5). The language of this pas- 
sage explains syntrephetai in (1) marked in Phaedo g6a—b as translated above. 
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ings form part of his attempt to explain the generation and passing 
away of all natural phenomena in terms of their material causes, and 
we have already seen that this is a central concern of the Aristophanic 
Socrates. 

Socrates’ interest in the material causes of thinking, signaled in (2), is 
clearly attested for the Aristophanic Socrates in Clouds 2247—34, where 
he adopts the physiology of cognition advocated by Diogenes of Apol- 
lonia. We may infer that the Aristophanic Socrates adheres to Dio- 
genes’ theory in detail and does not just allude to it in passing, for he 
refers to two distinct features of it in this passage: Diogenes’ explana- 
tion of thinking in terms of air, and his claim that moisture impedes 
nous. His position that air is the material cause of all natural phenom- 
ena, as we shall see shortly, is repeatedly parodied in the Clouds. If we 
are right to infer that the Aristophanic Socrates is an adherent of Di- 
ogenes, we need not worry that he does not dwell on the physiology 
of memory and sensation.” Of course, Diogenes’ is only one of the 
theories of cognition considered by Socrates in the course of his “first 
sailing” (others include Empedocles’ doctrine that blood is the organ 
of thought [fr. Bios DK], and Heraclitus’ that it is fire), but it is the 
stage in Socrates’ philosophical development Aristophanes has chosen 
for parody. 

Socrates’ final example of the kind of enquiries in which he engaged, 
(3) the phenomena of heaven and earth, is abundantly attested for the 
Aristophanic Socrates. As we have already noted, his students, when 
they first appear on stage, are investigating “the things beneath the 
earth” (187—92), as well as the heaven (194); they learn how to use the 
equipment of astronomy and geometry (202-4); and Socrates himself 
first appears suspended aloft in a basket, claiming that he could not 
otherwise discover the heavenly things (ta petéwpa npáyuata) cor- 
rectly (216—28). He later says that his patrons, the clouds, nourish most 
of the sophists, who are “imposters about the heavenly things [wetew- 
podevakac]” (331-33; cf. 360, 1284). 

The Aristophanic Socrates thus investigates the same questions, 
from the same philosophical perspective, as does the young Socrates of 
Plato’s Phaedo. The latter account, written as it is from the perspective 
of Socrates’ “second sailing,” suggests that Socrates considered over the 
years a broader range of pre-Socratic explanations than is attested in 
the Clouds, where he is represented as adhering to the views of Dio- 
genes of Apollonia. This difference in perspective between the two ac- 


7° A full account may be found in Theophrastus’ De sensu 39—44 (= 64A19 DK) and in 
De morbo sacro 19 (= 64Cga DK). 
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counts may well be responsible for their minor differences of emphasis 
and detail.”® 

So far, then, we have seen that the Aristophanic Socrates seeks to ex- 
plain all natural phenomena by identifying the “necessity” that ac- 
counts for their material constitution. How does this philosophical 
orientation relate to contemporary pre-Socratic thought of the 420s? 
Is it plausible to suppose that Socrates might have engaged in the kind 
of study of nature as depicted in the Clouds at this time? 

Let me begin by justifying further my suggestion that the Aris- 
tophanic Socrates is represented as an adherent of Diogenes of Apol- 
lonia. This is not a novel view,” but the evidence that supports it has 
been considerably underestimated. When he first appears on stage, 
suspended aloft in a basket, Socrates at once appeals to Diogenes’ doc- 
trines to explain why he cannot investigate the heavenly things from 
the ground. Here is his dialogue with Strepsiades: 


XW. Ti pe KAELC, © 'phuepe; 

Et. npõtov pev Str Spac, GvtPorAw, kátené por. 

Zw. åepoßat® Kal neprppovð tov Mov. 

Xt. Enact’ dnd tappov tots Beoùs Únepppoveits, 
GAN OdK ANS TNS YNG, EltrEp; 

LO. ov yap ðv mote 
éEnvupov dpO0ac tad petéwpa npáypata 
ei uù Kpeucdoas TO vónua Kat tùy ppovtisa, 
AEMtHV katopetEas eis tov Guovov Gépa. 


7°Tohn Ackrill has drawn to my attention a possible difficulty in reconciling the chro- 
nology of Phaedo g6a—b with the reconstruction here developed. Are we to suppose that 
Socrates went through a period in which he explored Diogenes’ position before the third 
stage of his intellectual autobiography, in which he examined Anaxagoras’ account of 
nous as a possible answer to the problems he found in accounting for natural phenomena 
in material terms? This chronology might seem unlikely, especially since Diogenes’ doc- 
trine of nous appears to be a revised version of Anaxagoras’, which, | suggest in note 81 
below, is not vulnerable to the same objections leveled against Anaxagoras at Phaedo 
g8b—g9d. Once again our evidence seems insufficient to settle so precise a question of 
chronology, which the Phaedo telescopes from the perspective of Socrates’ “second sailing” 
without relating it to other episodes in Socrates’ biography. Socrates might well have re- 
tained an interest in Diogenes’ thought throughout the first four stages of his develop- 
ment; and while the detailed parallels between Aristophanes and Plato assembled in this 
section certainly attest that interest for the first stage, other evidence of Socrates’ asso- 
ciation with Diogenes suggests that the Phaedo may take some liberties with chronology 
in Socrates’ repudiation of physiologia (see below, note 81). 

77The best statement of it is that of Burnet (above, note 13), pp. xxxix—xlu. The iden- 
tification of Diogenes as Aristophanes’ source in the lines that follow goes back to 
H. Diels, “Uber Leukipp und Demokrit,” Verhandlungen den 35.Versammlung deutscher 
Philologen und Schulménner v.27-30.9 1880 (Stuttgart, 1881), pp. 96—109 at pp. 105-8, 
reprinted in Kleine Schriften zur Geschichte der antiken Philosophie, ed. W. Burkert (Darm- 


stadt, 1969), pp. 184-98 at pp. 194-97. 
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eS’ dv yapa tavw katwOev okónovv, 
ovK av 208’ nõpov: od yap GAN’ Å yh Bia 
Eiker npòs abt tiv ikuáða ts ppovtidoc. 
maoxer ÖÈ TAÙTÒ TOUTO Kai TÀ KapSana. 


Soc. Why are you calling me, ephemeral one? 
Strep. First, I beseech you, tell me what you're doing. 
Soc. I tread on air and contemplate the sun. 
Strep. Then you look down on the gods from a perch 
and not from the earth—if that’s what you’re doing? 

Soc. I would never 
discover the matters aloft correctly 

. except by suspending mind and subtle thought 
and mixing them with their like, the air. 
If I considered the things above from below on the ground 
I would never discover them. For the earth forcefully 
pulls to itself the moisture from the thought. 
The same thing happens also to the water cress. 


(223-34) 


That Socrates is relying specifically on Diogenes in lines 2209—30 is be- 
yond doubt. Diogenes holds that air is the single source from which all 
other things come into being (fr. B2 DK = Simpl. In phys. 25.1—9); and 
he defends the position that all existing things are alterations of air by 
a novel application of the Parmenidean ban against the generation of 
anything out of that which it is not: he maintains that if anything were 


different in its nature and were not simply an alteration of air, it could 


not mix with anything else, and hence there could be no generation. It 
follows then that human beings depend upon this material principle of 
air for their life and thought: | 


avOpwnor yap kat ta GAG Ewa dvanveota Eder to dépr. ka tTOUTO QAÙTOLG 
KAL PUAN EOTL Kai voa, wc SednAcoetoan év tõe tH ovyypady euhavac, 
KAL ÉAV TOUTO amahhayOn aoOvjoKer kat Å vónoc émtdeimen. 


Humans and other animals, inasmuch as they breathe, live by the air. And 
this is for them both soul and intelligence, as will have been shown clearly 
in this treatise; and if this departs, they die and their intelligence is lost. 
(Fr. B4 DK) 


This then is the doctrine that underlies Socrates’ reference to mixing 
thought with its “like,” air; and since no other pre-Socratic philosopher 
held this position, we can be sure that Diogenes is the source. This con- 
clusion is supported by Socrates’ joke in lines 232—34 (cf. 762), where 
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he draws upon Diogenes’ position that moisture inhibits or destroys the 
mind (hence animals that breathe air from the earth are feebler in 
intellect)?’ to explain why he could not discover the heavenly things 
from the ground. 

This elaborate parody clearly identifies Socrates, in his first appear- 
ance on stage, as an adherent of Diogenes. This is by no means the only 
evidence linking the two. In fact, I suggest that the clouds, who are 
Socrates’ divine patrons in this play, represent a comic parody of Dio- 
genes’ position that “that which possesses intelligence [noészs] is called 
air by human beings, and by it all human beings are steered, and it has 
power over everything. For it is this that seems to me to be god and to 
have reached everything and to arrange everything and to be in every- 
thing” (fr. B5 DK). If Socrates considered the clouds to represent air, 
which is divine, in a condensed form, it would explain why he invokes 
the clouds as goddesses,” who rule over mortals’ affairs. It would also 
explain why Socrates invokes his goddesses by such inconsistent desig- 
nations: he calls them air, ether, and clouds (263—66; cf. 570 with Do- 
ver ad loc.); chaos, clouds, and tongue (423); respiration, chaos, and air 
(627); Strepsiades also swears “by the mist” (814). Yet we know that the 
clouds alone are divine (365). An explanation lies ready at hand if we 
suppose that ether, chaos, respiration, tongue, and the clouds are just 
alterations of the same material principle, air, which takes these differ- 
ent forms as it condenses and rarefies. If one wonders how respiration 
or tongue could be counted as a form of air, our hypothesis that Aris- 
tophanes is developing an elaborate parody of Diogenes’ theory pro- 
vides a ready answer: according to Diogenes, air becomes intelligence 
when humans breathe it through respiration (frs. B4—5 DK; cf. Arist. 
De an. 404a9—10; Heraclitus 22A16 DK = Sext. Emp. Math. 7.129). It 
is for this reason, I suggest, that the Aristophanic Socrates attributes 
the powers of thought to the clouds: 


kioT’, GAN odpdvioe Nedédan, peydrar Beal åvõpáow àpyots, 
ainep yvóounv Kai dudAeEwv Kat vovv Huw Wapexouvotv 
Kai tepatetav Kat mepideEtv kail KPOVOL kai KATAAN Wr. 


They’re heavenly Clouds, great goddesses for idle men, 
who provide us with notions and dialectic and mind, 


and marvel telling and circumlocution and striking and seizing. 
(316-18) 


78See Theophr. Sens. 43—45; De morbo sacro 19. For a Heraclitean antecedent of Dio- 
genes’ position, see frs. B117, 36, 77 DK. 

E.g., 263-72, a passage that alludes to Diogenes’ view on the position of the earth 
(cf. Dover [above, note 20] ad 272). 
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My suggestion, then, is that we explain Socrates’ conception of the 
clouds and their powers in terms of Diogenes’ theory of air as the ma- 
terial principle of all things. This suggestion has the dual advantage of 
accounting very neatly for some central peculiarities in Socrates’ con- 
ception of the clouds and of attributing to him, so far as is consistent 
with comic parody, a single philosophical position.®° 

In thus portraying Socrates as an adherent of Diogenes of Apollonia, 
Aristophanes attributes to him a single philosophical orientation that is 
entirely consistent with the state of contemporary philosophical activ- 
ity. Nor is this the only evidence connecting the two, for in Memorabilia 
1.4 and 4.3 Xenophon attributes to Socrates a natural teleology that 
appears to draw upon the argument from the design of nature first 
put forward in fragment 3 of Diogenes, although Xenophon in sug- 
gesting that the gods have created the entire natural order in such a 
way as to benefit human beings goes well beyond Diogenes’ own 
claim.*' There seems accordingly no cogent reason to doubt the pos- 
sibility that Socrates once engaged in the study of nature along the 
lines caricatured in the Clouds. Plato himself provides decisive evidence 
that Socrates, at a certain point in his life, was an enthusiastic propo- 
nent of the explanation of natural phenomena in terms of their mate- 
rial causes. The fact that Socrates is not elsewhere named as an 
adherent of Diogenes may have no significance, given the paucity of 


*°Further evidence that the Aristophanic Socrates is an adherent of Diogenes may be 
found in (1) the reference to his views about the flooding of the Nile (272, with Dover 
[above, note 20] ad loc.); (2) Socrates’ view that the material principle of air is “bound- 
less” (262, 392), to which only Diogenes among the pre-Socratics subscribed; (3) Socrates’ 
interest in the physiology of the gnat (156—68), which may represent a parody of Diogenes 
fr. B8 DK; (4) Socrates’ appeal to peydAoug onpetotc in 369, which is a characteristic fea- 
ture of Diogenes’ argumentative style in On Nature (cf. peyáña onueia in fr. B4 DK); and 
(5) references in 762 and 1276 that appear to recall Diogenes’ physiology of sensation. 

8ISee above, note 50. Diogenes’ apparent influence on the Xenophontic Socrates is 
important for two principal reasons. First, if Xenophon’s Socrates borrowed thé teleo- 
logical argument from design from Diogenes, then we have evidence independent of 
Aristophanes’ Clouds that at a certain stage of his philosophical development Socrates was 
in some sense an adherent of Diogenes. Second, such influence, if established, would 
place Socrates’ demand for teleological explanations in the Phaedo in a different light: he 
there represents this demand as entailing a rejection of the whole pre-Socratic approach 
to the study of nature, appearing to imply that no material explanation of natural phe- 
nomena is available that also explains how these phenomena are structured in the best 
possible way. Yet a central purpose of Diogenes’ On Nature is to show that one can explain 
the organization and functioning of all natural phenomena—from the orderly progres- 
sion of the seasons down to the internal workings of the human body—in terms of a sin- 
gle process, which, itself being intelligent, arranges them all in the noblest possible way. 
This account, which explains in material terms how all natural phenomena are struc- 
tured in accordance with a natural teleology, provides the only possible pre-Socratic 
source for Socrates’ own argument that god has ordered the natural world in the best 
possible way. Socrates thus may have been inspired by Diogenes’ On Nature to develop the 
argument that he represents in the Phaedo as one of the dividing lines between pre- 
Socratic and Socratic philosophy. 
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our information about his intellectual biography. And Aristophanes’ 
portrayal is fitting in another respect. Diogenes was recognized in an- 
tiquity, as early as Theophrastus, as the last of the physikoi, and this des- 
ignation is particularly apt if one of his adherents was responsible for 
turning philosophy in a new direction. For as tradition would have it, 
it was Socrates who called philosophy down from the heavens. 


g. Aristophanes and Socrates 


We may now turn to consider Aristophanes’ judgment on Socrates 
and his enquiries into nature. Aristophanes conveys this judgment in 
two ways: first, through what he says in his own name in the parabasis 
of the Clouds (5 18—62); and second, through the action of the play it- 
self. More specifically, Aristophanes conveys his criticism of Socrates 
through actions that his characters take or advocate as a direct result of 
views they have come to hold through their association with Socrates: 
these include denial of the existence of Zeus, refusal to repay debts 
backed by oaths sworn in Zeus’s name, father-beating, and the advo- 
cacy of incest and of mother-beating. In the final scene of the Clouds, 
Aristophanes portrays the burning-down of the thinkery by an irate fa- 
ther who seeks to punish Socrates for his own corruption and that of 
his son, and whose arson receives divine sanction through Hermes’ ap- 
pearance—which provides a visible refutation, as it were, of Socrates’ 
denial of the existence of the Olympian gods. Surely, we may suppose, 
the conclusion of the Clouds conveys a negative judgment on Socrates. 

Yet we must be cautious. The chorus of clouds themselves suggest 
that Strepsiades is responsible for what has transpired (1454—55), be- 
cause he twisted himself into villainous affairs; and they claim credit 
for throwing him into evil “so that he may know dread of the gods” 
(1461).°? Strepsiades’ corruption and his impiety thus precede his in- 
troduction to Socrates: at most, if we follow the chorus’ interpretation 
of the action of the play, Socrates is responsible for providing instruc- 
tion in dialectic to an imprudent student who avowedly wishes to put it 
to unjust ends. Does Socrates deserve destruction for this, given that 
the debate between Just and Unjust Speech, held on the premises of 
the thinkery, shows that mastery of the weaker speech leads to the tri- 
umph of injustice? On what grounds is Socrates’ punishment justified? 

In the parabasis of the Clouds, Aristophanes comes out to speak on 
his own behalf. He does not mention Socrates by name, but if we com- 


82There are many important parallels between Strepsiades and the figure of Bdely- 
cleon in the Wasps; see David Konstan, “The Politics of Aristophanes’ Wasps,” TAPA 115 


(1985): 27—468. 
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pare what he claims for this, “the wisest of my comedies” (kai taútnv 
COPOtat’ Exerv tæv ELOv KHUWSLOV, 522), with the characteristics he 
ascribes to Socrates in the play, we may infer his judgment on Soc- 
rates.” In enumerating why his “shrewd spectators” (Beatdc SeEtouc, 
521; cf. 527) should grant the Clouds the prize it failed to attain in its 
first performance, Aristophanes claims that “I always sophisticate by 
bringing in novel ideas not at all like one another—and all shrewd” 
(547-48; cf. 561-62; Vesp. 65—66, 1043-53; Ach. 501). He thus seems 
to appropriate for himself Socrates’ chief characteristics.” In pander- 
ing to his shrewd spectators with shrewd ideas, Aristophanes recalls 
Socrates’ own enquiries into nature, which are described as “most 
shrewd” (148; cf. 757, 834, 852), as well as the clouds’ promises to 
Strepsiades (418, 428); in boasting that he introduces novel ideas, he 
claims an affinity with Unjust Speech, whose wisdom and capacity for 
victory in argumentation consist in discovering new thoughts (895; cf. 
937, 943, 1032), and with Pheidippides, who, urged by his father to re- 
cite something new (1370), chooses a passage from Euripides’ Aeolus 
about a brother’s incest with his sister. These parallels suggest that 
Aristophanes can hardly mean to censure Socrates simply for introduc- 
ing novel ideas. On the other hand, Aristophanes surely means to dis- 
tance himself from the use to which Unjust Speech and Pheidippides 
put Socrates’ novel ideas, given that their actions lead, in the final 
scene of the play, to Socrates’ punishment at the hands of the gods. 
These considerations suggest that Aristophanes does not oppose the 
search for shrewd and novel ideas per se but the particular use to 
which they are put by Socrates’ associates.®° 

If we look through the parabasis for further hints as to how Aris- 
tophanes distinguishes himself from Socrates, we find one significant 
indication: this is Aristophanes’ claim that his play is “moderate by 
nature” (O@ppwv: 529, 537). Neither Socrates nor his students ever 
even refer to moderation; the only advocate of moderation in the 
Clouds, in fact, is Just Speech, whom Aristophanes represents as being 
decisively defeated by Unjust Speech through his use of Socratic argu- 


mentative techniques. What leads Just Speech to desert to his rival’s: 


cause? The answer in part must consist in his inability to offer a satis- 


"See now the careful analysis by Hubbard 1991 (above, note 20), pp. 88—112, who 
well brings out the multiple levels of irony and self-reference in this text and who notices 
(pp. 94—95) the close parallels between the sophia of Socrates and of Aristophanes. 

*4This consideration alone suffices to refute the claim of Dover (above, note 20), p- lii, 
that “in order to understand Nu. we must make an imaginative effort to adopt ... the 
position of someone to whom all philosophical and scientific speculation, all disinter- 
ested intellectual curiosity, is boring and silly.” 

85CFf. the parabasis of the Acharnians at 497—501, where Dicaeopolis promises to in- 
struct the city with “things shrewd but just” (€yo ðè A€Ew Sea pev Sixara 5é€). 
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factory account of the rewards of moderation (1060—82): when chal- 
lenged to give an example by Unjust Speech, he offers that of Peleus, 
who was given the goddess Thetis in marriage on account of his 
moderation; but the example backfires, as Unjust Speech points out 
that she left him, being neither hubristic nor pleasant to spend the 
night with. Just Speech, not unlike other early conventionalist thinkers 
of his day,86 conceives the reward of moderation to consist in pleasure, 
ultimately in sexual pleasure. Since Unjust Speech can openly advocate 
gratification of the “necessities of nature” (1075), it is hardly surprising 
that Just Speech proves unable to sustain his case for moderation. 

How then are we to assess Aristophanes’ own position as he presents 
it in the Clouds? In accounting his own play moderate, Aristophanes 
sides with Just Speech, who advocates the ancient education of Mara- 
thon days, equipped as it was with justice and sōphrosynë (g61—62). 
But he also shows that Just Speech’s advocacy of moderation cannot 
withstand the onslaught of Unjust Speech and his new sophistry. To 
restore the ancient life of moderation for which Just Speech expresses 
nostalgia, one would have to master the study of nature, and all the 
techniques of persuasion and refutation it offers. Like Socrates, Aris- 
tophanes pronounces himself a sophisticate who is always ready to in- 
troduce novel ideas; unlike Socrates, he offers these novel ideas in the 
cause of moderation.®’ In support of this line of interpretation, I turn 
to Aristophanes’ portrayal of the moral and political dilemmas to which 
Socrates’ study of nature leads. 

Socrates himself is wholly absorbed in the study of nature. In con- 
trast to Just and Unjust Speech alike, he evinces no interest in the “ne- 


` cessitates of nature”; and his poverty provides sufficient evidence of 


his indifference to money and worldly goods. Hence Socrates lacks 
the motivation of a Strepsiades to engage in injustice for personal gain. 
Yet even Socrates requires certain minimal resources to maintain his 
ascetic way of life. As Aristophanes portrays him, he is prepared to 
use his knowledge of nature, and the superior skills of persuasion it 
provides him, to engage in injustice. Put more bluntly, Aristophanes 
represents Socrates as a petty thief. When Strepsiades comes to the 
thinkery, one of its students explains how Socrates contrived the 
previous day to provide them with dinner: under the guise of do- 
ing geometry, he made away with the cloak from the wrestling school 


86See L. Strauss, Natural Right and History (Chicago, 1953), PP-97-115- | 

871 am pleased to be able to cite in support the similar conclusion, reached indepen- 
dently, by Hubbard 1991 (above, note 20), p. 95: “Aristophanes differs from Socrates in 
that there is a moral dimension to his sophia; his comedy is not only sophos but also sophron 
(vv. 529, 537), and not only ‘clever’ but also ‘prudent.’ ” 
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(177—79).°8 Nor is this his only misdeed involving cloaks: when Strep- 
siades undertakes to burn the thinkery down in the last scene of the 
play, he identifies himself to a student as “the one whose cloak you 
took” (1498). When we recall that Socrates himself insisted that Strep- 
siades take off his cloak before entering the thinkery (497), and that 
Strepsiades later tells his son that he did not lose but “thought away” 
the cloak and lost his sandals for “something needful,” recalling a fa- 
mous episode of bribery by Pericles (856—59), we surmise that mem- 
bers of the thinkery are not above taking advantage of initiates. Such 
acts of petty theft would be unnecessary, of course, if Socrates accepted 
pay for his teaching, as Strepsiades offers at the outset (245-46); but 
Socrates is so indifferent to worldly goods that he makes no provision 
either for himself or for his students. 

If Socrates himself does not exploit his knowledge of nature and 
his dialectical skill for personal gain, his students certainly do. And 
Socrates is perfectly willing to teach them how to exploit their knowl- 
edge of nature for unjust gain. When Strepsiades exclaims that he 
wants to learn “the most unjust speech” (657), not about meters and 
rhythms, Socrates tells him that he must learn other things first, such 
as what quadrupeds are correctly called males. The results of this in- 
struction are evident in Strepsiades’ treatment of the two creditors who 
come demanding repayment of his debt to them. It is quite clear that 
Strepsiades believes that this knowledge of nature discharges him from 
any obligation to honor these debts. When his creditor swears by Zeus 
that Strepsiades will not get away with his refusal to pay, Strepsiades 
responds “swearing by Zeus is laughable to those who know” (1241); 
and when the creditor calls a panette a “pan,” Strepsiades responds 
that he would not give such a man even an obol (1250—51). When the 
second creditor arrives, the following exchange ensues: 


Xt. KÁTELTÉ VUV- 
mOtepa voies kawòv aiel TOV Ata 
Üe vdwp EKGOTOT’, A TOV NALOV 
éke kátwðev tTaAdTO TOV’ wp náv; 

Xp. oùk ol8’ ëywy’ ónótepov, OVSE wor éle. 

Zt. Nas ODV ånohaßetv tapyiprov ðikawog ei, 
ei unõèv doba TWV PETEÓPOV NPAYUÁTWV; 


Strep. Tell me now, 
do you believe that Zeus always rains fresh 
water on each occasion, or does the sun 


88Cf. Strauss (above, note 21), p. 14. Ameipsias appears to have made a similar joke in 
his Connus, also performed in 423 B.C., having the chorus leader ask Socrates how he 
would procure a cloak (fr. g PCG). The scholium to Clouds 179e cites Socrates’ theft as a 
parallel to Eupolis fr. 395 PCG. 
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draw the same water back up from below? 
Cred. 1 don’t know which, nor do I care. 
Strep. How then is it just for you to get your money back 
if you know nothing of the heavenly things? 
(1278—84) 


Strepsiades’ argument appears to rely upon the well-known Socratic 
principle that knowledge alone confers title of ownership (see, for ex- 
ample, Xen. Oec. 1.1—2.18). Strepsiades clearly presupposes that those 
who possess knowledge, more specifically the knowledge of nature that 
encompasses the heavenly things, have no obligations or bonds of jus- 
tice to those who lack it. He apparently thinks that the contracts into 
which he freely entered are rendered invalid by his superior knowl- 
edge, that he has no need to honor oaths sworn in Zeus’s name once 
he learns that Zeus does not exist. Like Socrates, he exploits the dia- 
lectical skills this knowledge gives him for unjust purposes. It is unclear 
whether either Socrates or Strepsiades believes that bonds of justice 
obtain between those who equally share in knowledge of nature, as is 
perhaps suggested by Pheidippides refusal, in the final scene, to do in- 
justice to his teachers (1467). But it is clear that neither acknowledges 
the conventional bonds on which political communities must rely. 

Thus the Aristophanic Socrates is a figure who takes no interest in 
the community on which his thinkery relies for its subsistence. He 
makes no provision for his own survival or that of his students but ex- 
ploits his superior knowledge and dialectical skill to purloin what he 
needs. His enquiries span the whole range of natural phenomena, but 
they do not include the human things. The Aristophanic Socrates takes 
no interest in such subjects as justice, piety, or the family. Hence when- 
ever he or his students come into contact with the community in which 
they dwell, the results are predictably disastrous. 

It is well known that the mature Socrates, as he is portrayed by his 
fourth-century heirs, differs from his pre-Socratic counterpart in al- 
most every respect: he is the most just and pious of all men, and all of 
his philosophical enquiries are devoted to the understanding of the hu- 
man things. What then is the source of Socrates’ conversion? What con- 
siderations led him to abandon his search for material explanations of 
natural phenomena and to call philosophy down from the heavens by 
making the study of nature instrumental to human happiness? 


4. The Ethical Purpose of Socratic Enquiry into Nature 


The reticence with which Socrates’ philosophical apologists treat his 
intellectual biography, as I remarked at the outset, complicates any as- 
sessment of this problem. Yet they could hardly avoid accounting for 


[ 80 ] Paul A. Vander Waerdt 


the obvious differences between their portrayal of Socrates and Aris- 
tophanes’. Plato has his Socrates appear to deny in court that he ever 
engaged in phystologia of the kind caricatured by Aristophanes. The 
intellectual autobiography that Socrates expounds in the Phaedo after 
his trial and condemnation has given us reason to doubt this denial, 
but Plato offers no account here or elsewhere in the dialogues why 
Socrates’ rejection of pre-Socratic physiologia entailed a particular em- 
phasis on ethical questions.®? Hence if we wish to understand the tra- 
ditional assessment of Socrates’ philosophical achievement, we must 
consider Xenophon’s account of the relation between Socrates’ dis- 
avowal of the pre-Socratic approach to physiologia and his own mature 
preoccupation with human kalokagathia. 

In the course of his defense of Socrates against the charge of impiety 
leveled against him at his trial, Xenophon undertakes to explain how 
Socrates’ enquiries differed from those of the “sophists” who concerned 
themselves with investigation of the causes of celestial phenomena. 
Socrates himself, Xenophon tells us, concerned himself exclusively 
with “the human things” and characterized his philosophical oppo- 
nents as “madmen.” Socrates’ criticism of pre-Socratic natural philos- 
ophy in Memorabilia 1.1.11—16 is the principal source of the traditional 
assessment of Socrates’ philosophical achievement: 


(11) No one ever saw or heard Socrates doing or saying anything impi- 
ous or unholy. In fact, he did not enquire in the same way as most of the 
others concerning the nature of the universe, how the cosmos—so called 
by the sophists—was born, and by what causes [tio a&vdyKaic] each of 
the heavenly things comes into being; but he even considered those who 
worry about such things foolish. (12) In the first place, he would enquire 
of them whether they proceed to worry about such things, considering 
their knowledge of the human things sufficient, or whether they consider 
that they are doing what is fitting in neglecting the human things but en- 
quiring into the divine [tà ðaruóvia]. (13) Moreover, he wondered if it 
were not clear to them that it is not possible for human beings to discover 
these things, since even those who think most of themselves for their 
speech about these things do not agree with one another but are disposed 
toward one another like madmen. (14) For of madmen some do not fear 
fearful things, while others fear things not frightening; some do not be- 
lieve it shameful to say or do anything whatever in a crowd, while others 
believe one ought not even go out among human beings; some honor nei- 
ther temple nor altar nor any other divine thing, while others worship 
stones, chance wooden objects, and beasts. And of those who worry about 
the nature of the universe, some think that being is one only, others that 


89See above, note 6. 
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it is infinite in number; some that everything is always in motion, others 
that nothing can ever be moved; some that everything both comes into 
being and perishes, others that nothing ever could come into being or 
perish. (15) He used also to make the following enquiry about [the soph- 
ists]. Just as those who learn about the human things consider that what- 
ever they learn they will be able to put to use for themselves and anyone 
else they wish, do those who investigate divine things think that when 
they know by what causes each comes into being, they will make winds, 
waters, seasons, and whatever else of such things they need whenever they 
wish, or do they not even hope for this, but it suffices for them only to 
know how each of these things comes into being? 

(16) Such then was his speech concerning those who busy themselves 
with these things. He himself always enquired into the human things, 
what is piety, what is impiety, what is noble, what is shameful, what is 
just, what is unjust, what is moderation, what is madness, what is courage, 
what is cowardice, what is a state [16Atc], what is a statesman, what is rule 
over human beings, what is a ruler over human beings, and concerning 
other things of which those knowledgeable he considered kalotkagathoi, 
while those ignorant could justly be called slavish. 


This passage identifies three objections that Socrates brought 
against the sophists’ enquiry into the causes of celestial phenomena. 
These objections are formulated as questions to which Socrates pre- 
sumably supposed they could not provide adequate answers, though 
the second question at 1.1.13 contains an assertion of the impossibility 
of discovering the causes of celestial phenomena that provides our best 
indication of the argumentative underpinning of Socrates’ criticism of 
physiologia here. In seeking to expose the sophists’ rationale for enquiry 
into the divine at the expense of human things this criticism not only 
presupposes Socrates’ own mature preoccupation with human kaloka- 
gathia but also relies for its argumentative force upon his own philo- 
sophical position.”° In what follows, I shall attempt to clarify how 
Socrates’ criticism of pre-Socratic philosophy here is rooted in Xeno- 
phon’s own distinctive interpretation of Socratic ethics. The status of 
this passage as the source of the traditional assessment of Socrates’ 


In view of this fact, it is possible that the criticism of pre-Socratic natural philosophy 
presented in Memorabilia 1.1.11—15, may not be identical with the considerations that first 
led Socrates to disavow physiologia except insofar as it elucidates the human things. In 
other words, this passage, no less than the autobiography of the Phaedo, may be written 
from the perspective of a “second sailing.” On the other hand, the dramatic setting of 
the Oeconomicus—even if ironical—indicates clearly that in Xenophon’s understanding 
Socrates undertook to escape from his Aristophanic reputation as an idle chatterer with 
his head in the air (Oec. 11.3; cf. 6.12—17; 2.16) through enquiry into human kaloka- 
gathia: hence the objections set out in Memorabilia 1.1.11—15 are certainly consistent with 
Socrates’ “conversion” as Xenophon understands it. 
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philosophical achievement makes it especially important to understand 
the precise sense in which Socrates disavows phystologia here. 

Socrates’ first objection aims to clarify how the sophists themselves 
understand the relation between their enquiry into divine and into 
human things. Do they investigate celestial phenomena because they 
consider that they have attained sufficient knowledge of the latter, 
or rather because they consider investigation of the former fitting? 
Leaving to one side in this context the possibility that the sophists 
might claim already to possess a sufficient understanding of the human 
things, Socrates introduces another objection apparently intended to 
refute those sophists who would defend the second alternative. He as- 
serts: “It is not possible for human beings to discover these things.”?! 
On the basis of this assertion, Socrates ridicules proponents of the sec- 
ond alternative as “madmen” who fail to recognize the limitations of 
human knowledge. He characterizes the sophists’ philosophical mad- 
ness in terms of an elaborate comparison between three pairs of “mad- 
men” and three examples of disagreement concerning the nature of 
the universe.’ 

Why does Socrates think that his examples of disagreement between 
Eleatics and Atomists justify his conclusion that those who investigate 
the nature of the cosmos in the sophists’ manner are conceited mad- 
men?’ The logic of this argument appears to rely on Socrates’ asser- 
tion at 1.1.13 that discovery of the causes of celestial phenomena is in 
some sense impossible for human beings. Yet this claim admits of dif- 
ferent interpretations: Socrates may hold (1) that physzologia as prac- 
ticed by the sophists is impossible because knowledge of nature is 
entirely beyond human capacity, in which case his rejection of the 
sophists’ approach would amount to rejection of the study of nature 
per se; alternatively, Socrates may believe (11) that some knowledge of 


°'Cf. the parallel criticism of Anaxagoras at Memorabilia 4.7.6: kwdvvevoa 8 äv py 
Kal Rapadpovjoae tov taŬta peptuvævta oBdéev Åttov Å “AvaEaydépacs napeppóvnoev ó 
UeYLOTOV ppovýoac Ext tH Tac tæv Bev unyavàs éënyetoða. Note Xenophon’s allusion 
here to Aristophanes in appropriating his coinage pepytvodpovtcotat—Strepsiades’ 
characterization of the inhabitants of the thinkery whom he cannot name (Nub. 100)—to 
parody sophistic investigation into the nature of the universe. 

L. Berns, “Socratic and Non-Socratic Philosophy: A Note on Xenophon’s Memora- 
bilia 1.1.13 and 14,” RevMeta 28 (1974): 85—88, points out the parallel and suggests that 
the Xenophontic Socrates believes that a particular form of madness corresponds to each 
of the pre-Socratic positions contrasted. 

”3Socrates appears to cite the sophists’ disagreement with one another as support for 
his assertion that their objects of enquiry are not discoverable by human beings. This 
puzzling line of argument may rely in part on Socrates’ position that philosophical ar- 
gument must proceed by steps that gain general assent (a strategy at which Socrates him- 
self excelled: Mem. 4.6.15). The fact of systematic disagreement among the pre-Socratics 
may, according to this view, suffice to discredit their enquiry, even to justify the impu- 
tation of madness to them. 
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nature may be attained by human beings, but not the causes of celestial 
phenomena that the sophists aim to acquire. If the second interpreta- 
tion is correct, Socrates in rejecting pre-Socratic physiologia may not 
mean to disavow study of nature per se; to the contrary, he may regard 
some knowledge of it both possible and necessary for his own enquiries 
into human kalokagathia. Since Xenophon does not explicitly decide be- 
tween these alternatives in Memorabilia 1.1.11—16, we must turn to con- 
sider the broader argument in which Xenophon situates this passage. 
While most readers seem to have adopted the first interpretation,” I 
shall argue in what follows that the second is correct. 

In defending Socrates’ piety in the immediately preceding context 
(Mem. 1.1.7—9), Xenophon draws attention to a distinction between di- 
vine and human knowledge on which Socrates relies in giving moral 
advice to his associates. This distinction represents a central point of 
difference between Socrates and his sophistic opponents, and I suggest 
that it informs both his position on the possibility of knowledge of na- 
ture and his characterization of his opponents as madmen. According 
to Xenophon, Socrates thinks that knowledge of the crafts—from 
carpentry and farming through household management and general- 
ship—is attainable by human beings, but “he said that the gods re- 
served to themselves the greatest of these things” (1.1.7). More 
specifically, Socrates holds that the gods have so ordained the natural 
order as to reserve knowledge of certain things, most notably in this 
context how the appreciation of human craft knowledge will turn out 
in particular circumstances (“it is not clear to you who plant a field 
finely who will harvest it”), for themselves. Accordingly, while human 
beings should pursue the knowledge available to them through the 
practice of the crafts, they should also recognize that knowledge of 
the outcome of their activities is accessible to them only through the 
signs the gods offer through divination (1.1.9). Socrates characterizes 
those who fail to recognize this limitation, who believe that all things 
fall within human judgment, as not rational [Saywovavy, 1.1.9), though 
it is also irrational to resort to divination in the case of those matters 
that the gods have given to human beings to learn by their application 
of craft knowledge. For Socrates the paradigm of such a failure to ap- 
preciate the limitations of human knowledge is Anaxagoras, whose at- 
tempts to explain the gods’ celestial machinery Socrates characterizes 
as insane (4.7.6—7, partly quoted in note 91). Thus Socrates’ assertion 
at 1.1.13 that the sophists fail to recognize that knowledge of the causes 
of celestial phenomena and his characterization of them as madmen 


“4See above, notes 2-4. _ 
%See David O’Connor’s discussion in Chapter 6. 
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both rely upon the distinction between divine and human knowledge 
that Xenophon explains at 1.1.7—9. 

Let us return then to the question of whether Socrates differs from 
the sophists simply in holding that their enquiries into the causes of 
celestial phenomena fall beyond the reach of human judgment. Our 
discussion so far might seem to support the first interpretation, that 
Socrates asserts that the gods have entirely reserved knowledge of ce- 
lestial phenomena for themselves, and so rules out the study of nature 
per se. Indeed Xenophon appears to say as much in summary in 4.7.6, 
holding that “he generally discouraged thought [phrontistēs] concern- 
ing he heavenly things, how god contrives each thing: for he consid- 
ered that these things are not discoverable by human beings.” 

Yet it is clear that Xenophon did not understand Socrates’ rejection 
of the sophists’ physzologia as entailing a rejection of the study of nature 
per se. When he explains in Memorabilia 4.7 how Socrates attempted to 
make his associates self-sufficient (aUtdpketc) in the actions appropri- 
ate to a kaloskagathos, Xenophon reports at some length that Socrates 
encouraged them to acquire as much knowledge of the technical dis- 
ciplines of natural philosophy, such as geometry, astronomy, and arith- 
metic, as would prove practically beneficial. In the case of geometry, 
his first example, one should pursue its study to the point at which one 
is capable of measuring a parcel of land or performing some calcula- 
tion related to its acquisition or management; in the case of astronomy, 
one should learn enough to discern the time of night, month, and year, 
to use as guidance on a journey. 


But he strongly discouraged learning astronomy to the point of including 
knowledge of bodies that are not revolving in the same courses, and of 
planets and comets, and wearing oneself out by enquiry into their distance 
from earth, their revolutions, and the causes of these things. For he said 
that he saw no benefit in these enquiries, although he himself was not ig- 
norant [anékoos] of them; but he said that these were sufficient to occupy 
a human being’s life and to prevent him from enquiring into many other 
beneficial things. (4.'7.4—5) 


This account of the mature Socrates’ attitude toward natural philos- 
ophy makes it clear that study even of its more technical disciplines 
should be pursued insofar as the knowledge in question confers some 
practical benefit upon its possessor, though knowledge is not to be pur- 
sued for its own sake, and “vain pursuit” (udtavov tpaypateta, 4.7.8) of 
unbeneficial knowledge is to be avoided. Thus Socrates, so far from 
rejecting the study of nature per se, regards some knowledge of it as 
essential for one to be free and self-sufficient, or a kaloskagathos. More- 
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over, it is clear that Socrates does not see some knowledge of nature as 
essential simply on account of the practical benefit here mentioned. 
For although Xenophon does not offer a thematic account of Socrates’ 
own philosophy of nature, there can be no doubt that he relies on a 
very definite conception of the cosmos and mankind’s place in it in for- 
mulating his own substantive moral doctrines. So, to take an example 
discussed in detail in Chapter 10 of this volume, Socrates appeals to a 
teleologically and providentially ordered cosmos in Memorabilia 1.4 and 
4-3 to elaborate and defend his particular conception of piety. Learn- 
ing that Aristodemus “the dwarf” went so far as to mock divination, 
which Socrates identifies in 1.1.7—g as the craft that may enable hu- 
man beings to transcend the limitations of human knowledge, Socrates 
undertakes an elenchus in which he argues from the design of hu- 
man intelligence to the design of the cosmos itself and then uses this 
account as the basis for a conception of piety that accords with the 
gods’ omniscient and purposive character. While some of the premises 
in Socrates’ argument in this chapter are supplied by Aristodemus, the 
central arguments themselves are advanced by Socrates in his own 
name, and Xenophon—who never suggests that Socrates professed ig- 
norance—gives us no reason to think that Socrates subscribes to them 
merely for ad hominem purposes in this dialectical encounter. Thus 
there is good reason to suppose that the Xenophontic Socrates, so far 
from restricting the study of nature in a rather prosaic way for pur- 
poses of practical benefit, instead relies upon a very specific natural 
philosophy in developing his own substantive moral doctrines.”© 

In sum, then, Socrates in rejecting pre-Socratic physiologia cannot 
mean to hold that all knowledge of celestial phenomena falls beyond 
the realm of human knowledge, as the first interpretation of Memora- 
bilia 1.1.13 considered above would suggest. What he rejects as beyond 
human knowledge are the particular questions the sophists’ enquiries 
into nature seek to answer, that is, their attempts to identify the causes 
of celestial phenomena. 

In his third objection Socrates returns to the uselessness of pre- 
Socratic philosophy for human kalokagathia: even if the sophists could 
attain the knowledge for which they strive, it would confer no benefit 
upon them. Socrates asks, Do the sophists, like investigators of the 
human things, believe that their knowledge will confer some benefit 


In keeping with the apologetic character of his Sõkratikoi logoi, Xenophon does not 
emphasize this aspect of Socrates’ philosophical activity, since it might leave Socrates 
open to charges of believing in gods other than those of the city; but nonetheless Xeno- 
phon does provide his readers with clear indications in 1.4 and 4.3 that Socrates’ enqui- 
ries into “the human things” in fact presuppose a certain conception of nature and the 
divine. 
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upon them, such that when they have learned the causes of things they 
will be able to produce winds, rains, seasons, and so forth, as they de- 
sire? In keeping with his characteristic reticence concerning Socrates’ 
deeper pursuits, Xenophon leaves this question unanswered. But his 
account of Socrates’ positive interest in natural philosophy leaves little 
doubt that only knowledge that confers benefit upon its possessor is 
worthy of pursuit, and that failure to respect the distinction between 
knowledge that the gods have given human beings for their use and 
that which they have left obscure can only result in a form of philo- 
sophical madness destructive of human kalokagathia. Thus the question 
that the mature Socrates, according to Xenophon, brought to the sub- 
ject of his youthful enquiries was this: What knowledge of nature must 
one have to live as a free and self-sufficient human being? That is the 
question that led Socrates to call philosophy down from the heavens, 
and guided his enquiries to his dying day.?’ 


°’This essay was originally prepared for the panel “Socrates and Literary Criticism” at 
the Society for Ancient Greek Philosophy meeting in New York City, October 1989, and 
I thank my commentator on that occasion, David Konstan, for much stimulating discus- 
sion. My thinking on this subject profited greatly from further discussion with him and 
with Harold Tarrant during a very memorable visit to the University of Sydney during 
the antipodean winter of 1990. A seminar on Diogenes of Apollonia held in Cambridge 
during Easter term 1992 helped me to clarify my understanding of the philosophical 
background of the Aristophanic Socrates’ natural philosophy. I have presented earlier 
versions of this essay to meetings at the University of Sydney in August 1990 and at the 
University of Auckland, Victoria University of Wellington, and the University of Canter- 
bury, Christchurch, in September 1999, as well as to the Philosophy Faculties of the Uni- 
versity of Oxford and of the University of Warwick in May 1992. I am grateful to these 
audiences for their valuable comments. Special thanks are due to Peter Burian, Thomas 
Hubbard, Phillip Mitsis, Dirk Obbink, A. E. Raubitschek, Bernd Seidensticker, Christo- 
pher Taylor, and Graham Zanker. 
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Aeschines on Socratic Eros 


Charles H. Kahn 


Aeschines is the only Socratic, other than Plato and Xenophon, for 
whom we have substantial literary remains.’ His Socratic dialogues 
were widely read in antiquity, down to the time of Plutarch, Lucian, 
and beyond, and the extant fragments from his Alcibiades and Aspasia 
are extensive enough for us to form a relatively full picture of these two 
dialogues. In the literary form of the Socratic dialogue Aeschines was 
clearly an innovator, above all for his portrait of Socratic eros. In fact, 
from the point of view of literary history, Aeschines can be regarded as 
the originator of the notion of Socratic eros. Of course there must have 
been some historical basis for this notion in the personality of Socrates 
himself. But the literary presentation of Socratic eros, in Aeschines’ Al- 
cibiades and Aspasia as in Plato’s Lysis, Charmides, and Symposium, refers 
in every case to a period in Socrates’ life of which neither Aeschines nor 
Plato can have had any personal knowledge.” Since the question of his- 
toricity eludes us, we may most profitably pursue this topic as a theme 
in the philosophical literature of the early fourth century. For this de- 
velopment the two dialogues of Aeschines are documents of the first 


'His fragments are quoted here from the edition of H. Dittmar, Aischines von Sphettos: 
Studien zur Literaturgeschichte der Sokratiker, Untersuchungen und Fragmente, Philologische 
Untersuchungen 21 (Berlin, 1912); among more recent work, see especially B. Ehlers, 
Eine vorplatonische Deutung des sokvatischen Eros: Der Dialog Aspasia des Sokratikors Atschines, 
Zetemata 41 (Munich, 1966); and below, note 17. l SRE. 

2For an attempt to show how Plato’s treatment of Socratic eros responds to earlier lit- 
erary accounts, see my essay “Plato as a Socratic,” in Hommage a Henn Joly, Recherches sur 
la philosophie et le langage 12 (Grenoble, 1990), pp. 287—301. 
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Aeschines never appears in person in the pages 


thenes and Aristippus, 
n be de- 


of Xenophon’s Memorabilia, although his literary influence ca 
tected there.’ 

It is above all for his dialogues that Aeschines was remembered; they 
were admired for their lifelike portrayal of Socrates’ character and per- 
sonality. Many ancient critics praise these works for natural style and 
purity of diction, and some authors prefer them to Plato’s.? We know 
the names of seven dialogues, and there may have been more. I limit 
the discussion here to the two dialogues that can be reconstructed in 


some detail. 


1. The Alcibiades 


The Alcibiades was a narrated dialogue, in which Socrates reports to 
an unidentified audience a conversation he has had with Alcibiades. 
The dialogue’s external form is thus the same as in Plato’s Charmides 
and Lysis. The internal form is simpler here, since in the reported con- 
versation Socrates has only one interlocutor, whereas in the Charmides 
he has two (and one more in the prologue) and in the Lysis he has four. 
On the other hand, the form of Aeschines’ dialogue is more complex 
than the Alcibiades of Antisthenes, which apparently had the mime 
structure of a direct conversation, without any narrative frame.” We 
probably have the opening words of Aeschines’ dialogue in the sen- 
tence “We were seated on the benches in the Lyceum, where the judges 
organize the games.” ' The gymnasium setting reminds us of the Lysis, 


7See the references to Aspasia as Socrates’ mentor in matchmaking (Mem. 2.6.36) and 
the erotic atmosphere of Socrates’ visit to the courtesan Theodote (Mem. 3.11). 

8«There are seven dialogues of Aeschines that have captured the #80¢ of Socrates” 
(D.L. 2.61). For other literary judgments see Dittmar (above, note 1), pp- 261—65. 

9Antisthenes Alcibiades fr. 3 Dittmar = fr. 33 Caizzi = SSR 200. The mime form is at- 
tested only to the extent that this brief dialogue quotation is typical of the whole work. 
That would not prove that Antisthenes’ dialogue was earlier (though it probably was), 
only that it was artistically less complex, as we might expect. But another possibility is 
worth considering. If, as Giannantoni assumes, avtdstye¢ in his fr. 198 (= fr. 30 Caizzi) 
and the dialogue in fr. 200 (= fr. 33 Caizzi) come from the same work, Antisthenes 
must have introduced this conversation between Alcibiades and the stranger by a narra- 
tive in the first person, like the “I was present when .. .” passages in Xenophon’s Mem- 
orabilia. Artistically speaking, Antisthenes’ works may have been more like Xenophon’s, 
Aeschines’ more like Plato's. 

10 Aeschin. fr. 2 Dittmar. The form of the quotatio 


the Alcibiades, and Dittmar (above, note 1), p. 182, 
Miltiades. But there is no evidence for that, and some for a connection with the Alcibiades 
(see Dittmar [above, note 1], p. 117). Furthermore, Demetrius’ quotation of fr. 2 as 
“Aeschines says,” without title, parallels his quotation of the first sentence of the Republic 
as “Plato says,” also without title. Such a parallel certainly suggests that fr. 2 is the be- 
a work so familiar that the title is unnecessary. The Alcibiades was apparently 
best-known dialogue, as we can see from the many later echoes and quota- 


n does not guarantee that it is from 
later thought of assigning it to the 


ginning of 
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where Socrates is initially heading for the Lyceum until he is stopped 
by Hippothales. !! 
Aeschines’ readers may have been familiar with a dialogue in which 
Antisthenes described (from personal experience, aùtónng YEYOVÓG) 
the extraordinary physical strength, courage, and beauty of Alcibiades, 
which was such that “if Achilles did not look like this, he was not really 
handsome.” !? Some such picture was either presented or presupposed 
by Aeschines. Alcibiades appears here as so proud of his talents, his 
wealth, and his family connections that “he might easily have found 
fault with the twelve Olympian gods” (fr. 5), and he regards his Athe- 
nian competitors as beneath contempt. Socrates undertakes to expose 
to him the folly of his self-conceit and the need for some serious moral 
and political training for a political career. !3 Thus the situation is struc- 
turally the same as in the pseudo-Platonic Alcibiades 1, where Socrates 
says to him: “You are in the depths of ignorance [àduaðia], and so you 
rush into politics before being trained” (118b). In both dialogues the 
task of Socrates is to bring Alcibiades to a more realistic view of himself 
and hence to a desire for improvement. But the situation is more art- 
fully handled in Aeschines than in the pseudo-Platonic parallel. The 
first part of the conversation is partially preserved on a Papyrus pub- 
lished in 1919 (and hence not available to Dittmar).'* The papyrus 
fragments begin with a comparison to Themistocles: “Would you have 
wanted to treat your parents as he did?” “Hush, Socrates,” says Alci- 
biades. “Do you think it is necessary for men to be untrained in music 
[Guovoot] before they are trained [uovotkot], and untrained in riding 
before they are trained?” Alcibiades agrees that is necessary. Here the 
first fragment breaks off, but Socrates is presumably making the point 


tions. The Miltiades, by contrast, is reported to have been his first and least successful 
composition (D.L. 2.61). It would most likely have been in the simple mime form we 
know from other early Socratic dialogues: Plato’s Crito, fon, and Hippias minor, and per- 
haps Antisthenes’ Alcibiades (above, note 9). If so, there would have been no place for the 
narrative frame of fr. 2 in the Miltiades. Taylor (above, note 3), p. 8, points out that fr. 47 
shows that the Telauges was also narrated (or included a narration?), and he wishes to 
generalize this form for most if not all of Aeschines’ dialogues. But he is mistaken in re- 
gard to the Aspasia and has no textual evidence for the form of the other dialogues. 

''See Lysis 203a—b. The parallel would be much more striking if the agon in fr. 2 were 
for the Hermaia, as Hermann suggested. See C. Fr. Hermann, Disputatio de Aeschinis 
Socratici Reliquiis (Progr. Gottingen, 1850), p. 29 n. 93. For the cult of Hermes in gym- 
nasia see L. R. Farnell, The Cults of the Greek States (Oxford, 1986—1909), 5:28—29 with 
notes; and compare Lysis 206d2 etc. 

'2F rs, 30 and 32a—b Caizzi = SSR 198-99. 

'3See also Xenophon’s account in Memorabilia 3.6 of how Socrates undertook to show 
Glaucon, for Plato's sake, that he lacked the knowledge necessary for the political career 
to which he aspired. 

HP Oxy. 13.6 (1919), no. 1608, pp. 88—94. 
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desire [exvOupia] that leads them to recover. They have an urge to vomit 
when it is in their interest to do so, and they desire to go hunting when it 
is good for them to have exercise. l 


Because of the love [ëpws] that I have for Alcibiades, I have the same 
experience as the bacchantes. For when the bacchantes are possessed 
[€v@eou], they draw milk and honey from wells where others cannot even 
draw water. And so although I know no science or skill {udOnwa] that I 
could teach to anyone to benefit him, nevertheless I thought that in keep- 


ing company with Alcibiades I could by the power of love [Sua tò pav] 
make him better. 


This text raises many fascinating questions, both in itself and in its re- 
lationship to the preceding dialogue. First of all, what exactly is the 
knowledge or virtue that Themistocles lacked? What is the significance 
of Alcibiades’ sudden breakdown in response to Socrates’ story? In 
what sense is Socrates going to make him better (BeAttwv)? And how 
does eros play a role? I shall here summarize the results of recent dis- 
cussion by Barbara Ehlers, Konrad Gaiser, and Klaus Döring, with a few 
comments of my own.!” 

In the Socrates of fragment 11, who denies that he had any techné to 
make men better by teaching them something, we immediately recog- 
nize the Socrates of Plato’s Apology, who speaks with ambiguous admi- 
ration of the art of educating people (nawWedoar &vOpwz0vc) in the 
virtue of man and citizen but who also firmly denies that he pos- 
sesses any such art (1ge—20c). We may plausibly count this as a well- 
documented contrast between the position of the historical Socrates 
and that of the sophists as professional teachers.!® Aeschines’ own at- 
titude to such sophistic training seems to be less negative then Plato’s 
but the text is not complete enough for a definite conclusion on this 
point. In any case, the areté in which Themistocles excelled is precisely 
what young men of Alcibiades’ generation flocked to the sophists to 
learn. Instead, we find Alcibiades in the company of Socrates. Will 
Socrates teach him political areté in Themistocles’ sense? Certainly not 
Will he teach him, or rather will he help him to release within himself 
the desire to acquire the kind of knowledge and excellence in which 
Themistocles was deficient? Perhaps so. At least the first step has been 
taken. Alcibiades has come to recognize his own ignorance, his nullity 


'’Besides the detailed analysis i 

ysis in Ehlers (above, note 1), pp. 10—2 K i 2 

treptik und Paranëse bei Platon (Tübingen, 1959), pp. 77ff., a pp. eee ee a 

his review of Ehlers in AGP 51 (1969): 200—209; K. Döring, “Der Sokrates des Aischines 

as aan und die Frage nach dem historischen Sokrates,” Hermes 112 (1984): 16—30 
n this contrast, see D. L. Blank, “Socrates and the S i i ; i 

Bea A a e Sophists on Accepting Payment 
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as far as the excellence of man and citizen is concerned. To that ex- 
tent he has already been made “better.” But what is the next step? 
It has been strongly implied that true excellence will somehow de- 
pend upon knowledge. And it has been explicitly claimed that the re- 
sult so far is due to eros. How are eros and knowledge related to one 
another? And how is eros related to the kind of wisdom that Themis- 
tocles lacked, according to Aeschines, or to the wisdom that, according 
to Plato, Socrates vainly sought among the politicians, the poets, and 
the artisans? 

The answers to these tantalizing questions are not clear from the 
preserved sections of the Alcibiades, and since we have both the climax 
to the conversation with Alcibiades and what looks like the theoretical 
conclusion to the whole work, it seems unlikely that the lost sections 
would have made the answers much clearer. We can learn more about 
Aeschines’ view of Socratic eros by turning in a moment to his Aspasia, 
but both dialogues leave many questions unanswered.'? This seems to 
be an essential part of Aeschines’ art: to stimulate the reader to think 
further about the issues raised,2° in particular about the pursuit of 
excellence and wisdom and about the impact of Socrates upon his 
associates. The one thing that is unmistakable is the important role 
assigned to eros in this connection. In the concluding passage of the 
Alcibiades, eros is presented as a kind of divine gift, like Philoctetes’ bow, 
an almost irrational power by contrast both with the worldly wisdom of 
Themistocles and with the technical training, or mathémata, of the arts 
and crafts. 

As far as we know, no one before Aeschines proposed to understand 
the protreptic and educational influence of Socrates in terms of eros. 
We can only speculate whether it was this conception that led him to 
write about Alcibiades in the first place, or whether it was reflection on 
the Alcibiades theme (as treated perhaps earlier by Antisthenes) that 
led Aeschines to his view of Socratic eros.*! There must have been his- 
torical grounds, in fact or at least in gossip, for both Aeschines and 


'9For example, does Aeschines’ use of Themistocles as a model for Alcibiades imply 
unqualified approval? Probably not. Döring (above, note 17), pp. 20—21 n. 11, points out 
that the charge against Themistocles was Medism. So Aeschines’ reference to the power 
and honor he achieved at the Persian court silently calls attention to his moral failure: a 
greater concern for his personal advantage than for the public good. 

20S0 Gaiser 1969 (above, note 17), pp. 202-3, 205-6, on the subject of irony in Aes- 
chines. In this connection Gaiser suggests an interpretation of Themistocles’ exile in 
terms of a failure on his part to generate enough love and trust on the part of his fellow 
citizens; he compares Xenophon, Memorabilia 2.6.13, where the success of Pericles and 
Themistocles is described in terms of love charms that made the city love them (prew). 

21The second line of thought was proposed by O. Gigon: the theme of Socratic eros 
would originally have been connected only with the Socrates-Alcibiades relationship and 
later generalized (Sokrates [Bern, 1947], p. 310, cited by Ehlers [above, note 1], p. 11 n. 1). 
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Plato to represent Socrates as the lover (€paotys) of Alcibiades. Of 
course Alcibiades’ speech in the Symposium has the ring of truth about 
it, but that is simply the extraordinarily deceptive power of Plato’s art. 
The events in question, when Alcibiades was in his “bloom,” belong 
before the time of Plato’s birth, and Aeschines was probably even 
younger.** Plato was in no position to know the truth about this rela- 
tionship, and in the elaborate narrative structure of the Symposium he 
has gone to considerable lengths to disclaim any direct knowledge of 
the facts. As far as history is concerned, we may accept Plato’s account 
as the most likely story available to us; but as far as the literary devel- 
opment of this theme is concerned there is good reason to think that 
Aeschines was the initiator.** He does not tell us how he understood 
the relationship. But perhaps Aeschines is saying in his simpler way, 
through the ambiguous syntax of dia to eran in the last words of the 
dialogue (which seems to mean “because of my love for Alcibiades” 
but might also mean the converse), what Plato indicates more explicitly 
in Alcibiades’ speech in the Symposium: that what looked to the world 
like Socrates’ flirtatious interest in handsome young men was in fact 
his way of focusing upon them the magnetic power of his own person- 

ality and thus drawing them to him “through the power of love,” in- 

stilling in them a desire to imitate in their own lives the philosophical 

pursuit of areté that they saw embodied in his. If this was not what 

Aeschines intended to say in comparing Alcibiades’ impulse to the epi- 

thymia that leads a sick man to spontaneous recovery, that is at any 

rate what Plato understood when, following Aeschines’ lead, he came 

to give his own literary portrayal of Socratic eros in the Charmides, the 
Lysis, and the Symposium. 7 


2. The Aspasia 


We can form a much clearer picture of this dialogue as a result of 
Ehlers’ 1966 monograph. Whereas earlier scholars, following Dittmar, 
had seen the Aspasia as focused on the problem of women and the re- 
lation between the sexes, Ehlers has conclusively shown that the theme 


**By contrast Antisthenes was old enough to know Alcibiades personally; in fact, if 
he was born ca. 445 B.C., he was only a few years his junior. So he could describe Alcibi- 
ades from firsthand knowledge. But there is no mention of the erotic theme in extant 
references to Antisthenes’ Alcibiades; and any positive development of that theme would 
be very surprising, given Antisthenes’ views on eros. 

*°Here again Aeschines’ innovation may have been stimulated by Antisthenes’ very 
different treatment of the Alcibiades theme. For what little we know about Antisthenes’ 
Alcibiades see F. Decleva Caizzi, Antisthenis Fragmenta (Milan, 1966), pp. 97—98; Giannan- 
toni (above, note 6), 3:317—19. 
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of the Aspasia is the power of love and its connection with the pursuit 
or possession of areté. l TETS 
Unfortunately there are fewer verbatim quotations here than from 
the Alcibiades, the longest being a Latin translation by Cicero. As a re- 
sult, the external form of the dialogue is not so definitely known; but 
there is no evidence of a narrative frame. We seem to have the simple 
mime form of a direct dialogue between Socrates and Callias. (Callias 
son may be thought of as present, since the conversation concerns his 
education, but there is nothing to suggest that he had a speaking part.) 
The internal structure is more complex. Socrates makes several long 
speeches, including the full report of a conversation in which ee 
playing the part of Socrates, cross-examines Xenophon and his wife. 
Thus the literary form is like that of Plato’s Menexenus but even more 
variegated, since the dialogue contains at least one play-within-the- 
play, namely, the Aspasia-Xenophon conversation enclosed within the 
Socrates-Callias dialogue. l 
Callias begins by asking Socrates to recommend a teacher for his son. 
This is a typical situation with many parallels in Plato and Xenophon, 
but Callias is no typical father. He is the fabulously wealthy man who 
has spent a fortune on the sophists, “more money than all the rest put 
together” (Ap. 20a5), and who is represented in the Froragoras as having 
three famous sophists living in his house at once.” In the Apology Cal- 
lias is the father cited by Socrates as the one to whom this very question 
might be addressed: “Whom would you select to train your sons in 
areté?” (20b). If, as seems likely, the Apology came first, this may have 
suggested to Aeschines the starting point for his own dialogue, but with 
the ironical twist that this time it is Socrates who must answer 
questions.” In any case we may be surprised to find that this man, with 
such a vast educational experience, should be turning to Socrates for 
advice on a question of this kind. Even more surprising, however, is 
Socrates’ answer: Send your son to Aspasia (fr. 17 Dittmar). . 
As Pericles’ semilegal wife, Aspasia was the most famous woman in 
Athens and the butt of a thousand jokes, above all in comedy. Her im- 
age is, on the one hand, that of the hetaira, or courtesan, and, on the 
other hand, that of the dominating female who has Pericles under her 
thumb. Aristophanes has her getting Pericles to start the Peloponne- 
sian war in order to take revenge on the Megarians for kidnapping two 
of her prostitutes (Ach. 526-39). Since Callias was said to have dissi- 
pated a part of his fortune on pleasures of this kind, the proposal of 


241m Xenophon’s Symposium, where Callias is host, the name of Gorgias is added to the 
list of sophists he has subsidized (1.5). 
i 2°On fhis reversal of the usual situation, see Ehlers (above, note 1), p. 43- Note that in 
Plato’s Apology Callias actually recommends a teacher, namely, Evenos of Paros. 
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Aspasia will have seemed unusually provocative as addressed to him.?® 
And if the reader is familiar with an earlier dialogue by Antisthenes in 
which Aspasia is presented as a personification of the life of sensual 
indulgence, then the philosophical provocation in recommending her 
as a teacher of virtue will also be unmistakable.?’ Callias must have re- 
acted with shock and disbelief. What! Send a man to study with a 
woman? And with such a woman! It is probably from Callias’ response 
that we have the isolated quotation “All those women from Ionia are 
adultresses and gold diggers” (fr. 20).28 Can Socrates be serious? 
Socrates stands his ground. He himself regards Aspasia as his 
teacher; he goes to her for instruction on matters on which she is ex- 
pert (fr. 19). We do not have the actual words in which Socrates de- 
scribes Aspasia as his teacher. Later authors who have read Aeschines 
say that Socrates went to Aspasia “for philosophy” or more specifically 
for instruction in tà €pwtkd, “matters of love.”2? That Aspasia was 
Socrates’ teacher in matters erotic may or may not have been explicit in 
Aeschines’ text; given Aspasia’s reputation, it was most certainly im- 
plied. As far as we can tell, the rest of the dialogue consists of three 
different kinds of examples introduced by Socrates in defense and ex- 
planation of his claim that Aspasia is the best teacher of areté, and all 
three sets involve the power of love. The examples are as follows: 


1. Two other outstanding women: Rhodogyne and Thargelia 
2. Aspasia as a teacher of political excellence: Pericles and Lysicles 
3. Aspasia as a teacher of moral excellence: Xenophon and his wife 


(1) In answer to the objection that a man cannot be taught virtue by 
a woman, Socrates demonstrates that an exceptional woman can have 
all the qualities of an exceptional man. To prove his point he cites the 
military successes and unflinching devotion to royal duty displayed by 
the (fictitious) Persian queen Rhodogyne, a kind of Amazon type like 
the more famous Semiramis.”° In answer to the charge that, whatever 
may be true of Persian queens, Ionian courtesans are not in this class, 
Socrates invokes his second example, the Milesian hetaira Thargelia, 
who, because of her beauty, married a Thessalian prince and, after 


Ehlers (above, note 1), p. 40. 

"For the earlier date of Antisthenes’ Aspasia and the likelihood that Aeschines is re- 
sponding to it, see Ehlers (above, note 1), pp. 30—34. 

28Fhlers places this response later, between the Rhodogyne and Thargelia episodes. 

*°See the passages listed as fr. 29 by Dittmar (above, note 1), pp. 280-81. 

See fr. 18 and Ehlers (above, note 1), pp. 44—51. Unlike Semiramis, Rhodogyne is 
not amorously inclined and hence has no plebeian lovers who need to be murdered. 
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his death, ruled over the Thessalians for thirty years and entertained 
Xerxes on his campaign into Greece. 7 . 

The example of Thargelia prepares us for the transition to Aspasia, 
another Milesian courtesan turned queen: she rules Pericles, and Per- 
icles rules Athens. Ehlers (following Dittmar and others) suggests that 
Aeschines may have managed the transition from Thargelia to Aspasia 
even more skillfully by presenting the Thargelia story in a speech com- 
posed by Aspasia that Socrates recites from memory. This hypothesis 
cannot be definitely established, but there is some evidence in its 
favor,?? and it would nicely explain why the one literal quotation that 
we have from the Thargelia episode is in extreme Gorgianic style (fr. 
22); for, as we shall see, Aspasia is presented by Aeschines as a master 
of rhetoric in the manner of Gorgias. Even if Thargelia’s speech was 
not presented as a composition by Aspasia, it anticipates another Pla- 
tonic virtuoso trick, namely, the speech of Agathon in the Symposium; 
for Aeschines here (in fr. 22), as Plato there, has produced an imitation 
of Gorgias’ diction exaggerated to the point of caricature. . 

(2) Aspasia is then praised for her role in Pericles’ political career. 
She was not only the source of wise political advice; she also taught him 
rhetoric. She thus made Pericles into a powerful political orator by 
“sharpening his tongue on Gorgias” (fr. 24). The idea of Aspasia as Per- 
icles’ teacher in public speaking may just possibly have surfaced as a 
joke in fifth-century comedy.** But even if Aeschines did not invent 
this story, he was the first to take it seriously. Just how seriously he took 
it is another matter; fragment 24, just quoted, certainly has a comic 
tone. But Aeschines developed the idea systematically, just as Plato was 
to do in the Menexenus. Aspasia not only made Pericles into an effective 


3'Thargelia is a figure in between history and folktale who was mentioned by Hippias 
the sophist as having been so beautiful and wise that she was married to fourteen men 
(Dittmar [above, note 1], p. 30 = 86 B4 DK). Aeschines seems to have married her only 
to Antiochus, the “ruler” of Thessaly (frs. 21-22). The attempt of Ehlers (above, note 1), 
pp. 52ff., to reconstruct the historical facts behind this fantastic tale seems to me uncon- 
vincing and unnecessary. l 

32Here again Aeschines would provide the model for Plato’s Menexenus. 

33Plutarch (Per. 24 = fr. 21 Dittmar) implies that Aspasia had compared herself to 
Thargelia. This would be easier to fit into the dialogue if Aspasia is supposed to be the 
author of the Thargelia speech (see Ehlers [above, note 1], pp. 58—60). l , 

34The scholium to Plato’s Menexenus that reports that Aspasia made Pericles into a 
public speaker “according to Aeschines in the dialogue Aspasia” (fr. 23) adds “and Callias 
likewise in the [comedy] Pedetai” (fr. 14 Kock). This brief and ambiguous bit of informa- 
tion is the only basis, so far as I can see, for the view (e.g., in Ehlers [above, note 1), PP- 
29—72) that the picture of Aspasia as a master of oratory, which we find in R 
Aspasia and Plato's Menexenus, actually goes back to a fifth-century comedian. In the ab- 
sence of any comic quotations to this effect, it seems more likely that this was an inven- 
tion of Aeschines. 
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speaker; she repeated the performance with Lysicles the sheep mer- 
chant (fr. 26). 

Lysicles must be the Athenian general who died in Caria in 428, 
scarcely a year after Pericles’ death (Thuc. 3.19.1). His fame lived 
longer, above all in comedy, where he serves as a model for jokes about 
vulgar tradesmen with successful political careers. So in Aristophanes’ 
Knights, produced in 424, the oracle that announces Cleon’s imminent 
overthrow by the sausage seller mentions as precedents a rope seller 
overthrown by a sheep seller (Lysicles) who is in turn overthrown by a 
leather seller (Cleon).*” But the story of Lysicles’ connection with 
Aspasia, which we read in Plutarch and a few scholia, must come from 
Aeschines and is not likely to be historical.*° Thus Plutarch reports as 
follows: “Aeschines says that Lysicles the sheep merchant, of humble 
birth and undistinguished talent, became first among the Athenians by 
living with Aspasia after Pericles’ death” (Per. 24 = fr. 26). The func- 
tion of the story in the dialogue has been fully clarified by Ehlers’ use 
of a Syriac parallel. In response to Socrates’ praise of Aspasia for her 
influence on Pericles, Callias must have objected that Pericles’ talent, 
training, and family background were quite sufficient to explain his 
success.°’ The Syriac version makes explicit what we might have 


*°See Eq. 132 with scholium; Lysicles is mentioned by name at 765. 

°°The story is taken at face value by Kahrstedt in RE 13 (1927), cols. 2550—51, S.V. 
“Lysikles,” who has him married to Aspasia. Gomme (note on Thuc. 3.19.1) is more cau- 
tious. The story must have been invented at a time when the date of Lysicles’ death had 
been long forgotten, but his lowly occupation still remembered (from Aristophanes no 
doubt). It is extraordinary that such a story, with such a chronology, should come to pass 
for history. Scholars are reluctant to recognize Aeschines’ originality, which consists in 
part in a total disregard for historical verisimilitude. As far as I can see, not one of the 
five episodes (Rhodogyne, Thargelia, Pericles, Lysicles, Xenophon and wife) cited by 
Socrates in the Aspasia is historically accurate or even historically plausible. (It is as easy 
for Aeschines’ Socrates to make up exotic stories as it is for Plato’s Socrates in the Phae- 
drus, 275b.) Pericles’ undignified behavior at Aspasia’s trial might just possibly be histor- 
ical (though if it were, we would rather expect to find it cited by Antisthenes, not 
Aeschines). Pericles learning Gorgianic rhetoric from Aspasia is chronologically absurd. 
And does any historian believe that Socrates visited Aspasia for instruction—and took his 
friends’ wives along (fr. 30, from Plutarch)? Writing forty or fifty years later, Aeschines 
is as indifferent to the historicity of his Athenian stories as he is when describing the 
exploits of an imaginary Persian queen. Even Ehlers, who recognizes that Aeschines is 
our only source for the Aspasia-Lysicles story, believes that Aeschines must respect his- 
torical possibilities. (She mentions the date of Lysicles’ death [above, note 1], p. 73 n. 137, 
but draws no conclusions.) The Thargelia story, which begins with Antiochus and ends 
with Xerxes, is also a chronological fantasy, and politically dubious to say the least (cf. 
Ehlers {above, note 1], p. 52, for the problem of dating Antiochus). In Rhodogyne’s case, 
even the name is fictitious. 

The Syriac version goes as follows: “The Athenians said it was not Aspasia who 
made Pericles wise, but he was a man of clear intelligence who became a skillful orator by 
his own effort and training. When she heard this, Aspasia wanted to expose the false- 
hood; so she went to live with a sheep merchant and educated him, so that he became a 
skillful orator and an admired general.” (This is my paraphrase of Ehlers’ translation 
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guessed from the Greek fragments, namely, that Aeschines then intro- 
duced the example of Lysicles as a case where the decisive influence of 
Aspasia was undeniable, since she had raised him from humble origins 
to the height of power and made a man of no talent and training into 
“a skillful orator and an admired general,”*® just like Pericles. This 
comparison must have sounded strange to anyone who remembered 
Lysicles’ image in Aristophanes, or the disastrous campaign recorded 
by Thucydides, which ended in Lysicles’ death. But in the absence of 
the original text it is hard for us to estimate the degree of seriousness 
or mock seriousness in Socrates’ argument. What we can say is that 
Aeschines has taken the figures of Aspasia and Lysicles from comedy, 
Thargelia from Hippias, and Rhodogyne apparently from his own 
imagination, as the final episode with Xenophon and his wife is cer- 
tainly imaginary; and that he has combined these fantastic elements in 
a neat and meaningful plan. 

It is part of the plan that, both in the story of Pericles and in that of 
Lysicles, Aspasia’s role as teacher and inspirer of excellence is (like the 
political career of Thargelia before her) directly dependent upon her 
status as hetaira, that is, her role as an attractive woman capable of 
arousing sexual passion in a man. Unfortunately the preserved texts do 
not indicate how Aeschines developed this connection. We do have 
some quotations that show how devoted Pericles was to her and how, 
when she was on trial for impiety, he pleaded her case in tears, begging 
the judges for her acquittal and weeping more on her behalf than when 
his own life and property were at stake (fr. 25). This story casts Pericles 
in a rather undignified role; it is easy to see how Antisthenes might 
have used it to illustrate the demoralizing power of eros. In the context 
of Aeschines’ dialogue it must have served to make a quite different 
point. Since Socrates’ goal is to praise Aspasia, he must have told this 
story to show how great a passion she inspired in Pericles. They were, 
after all, “the two most famous lovers of their time.’””® Pericles is also 


from the Syriac [above, note 1], pp. 75-77.) It is obvious that the Aspasia-Lysicles story 
from Aeschines (frs. 26—27) has been preserved here in a free-floating form, without its 
context in the dialogue. Hence the skeptical reaction of Callias, which motivates the story 
and so cannot be omitted, is reassigned to Athenian public opinion. 

38See the Syriac version in note 37. The scholiast to Plato has frjtwp Sewvdtatos (fr. 26 
Dittmar). 

39Ehlers (above, note 1), p. 66. Note that "Aoxaoi¢ ovvovta in Plutarch’s version of fr. 
26 may have the double sense of cohabiting with Aspasia and frequenting her as a 
teacher. As Ehlers, p. 79 with n. 164, points out, there is nothing in the texts to suggest 
love on Aspasia’s part: unlike the typical Athenian wife, she is presented only as beloved, 
not as loving. And this contrasts also with Socrates’ role in the Alcibiades. Pericles’ un- 
Socratic behavior at Aspasia’s trial may have been introduced (even invented?) to suggest 
that he, like Themistocles, did not after all possess true excellence. 
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the most famous statesman and orator. Aeschines can take these facts 
for granted; what is altogether new and surprising is to derive the latter 
fact from the former, to explain Pericles’ areté by his love for Aspasia. In 
his case, as again in the case of Lysicles, the power to spur a man on to 
excellence is essentially connected with the power of love. In this re- 
spect Aeschines’ theme is the same here as in the concluding speech of 
the Alcibiades, although the form that eros takes is quite different. In 
these examples the love is felt by the persons who are to be improved. 
That will again be true, but in a quite different way, in Socrates’ last 
illustration. | 

(3) The concluding episode is the only one that directly answers Cal- 
lias’ misgivings about Aspasia’s qualifications as a teacher of virtue for 
his young son. Since her achievements with Pericles and Lysicles de- 
pend upon her role as sexual partner, that is scarcely a recommenda- 
tion for Callias, who is not looking for a mistress for his son.*° We end, 
then, with an example where Aspasia’s role is entirely respectable and 
the eros in question is love between husband and wife. The structure of 
the example is such that any more or less conventional loving couple 
might serve. The couple chosen by Aeschines is surprisingly familiar: it 
is our old friend Xenophon and his wife. Since Aspasia must have died 
before Xenophon was old enough to be married, the encounter is won- 
derfully implausible. But that, as we have seen, is true of all the exam- 
ples cited by Socrates.*! | 

The Xenophon episode is preserved in full in Cicero’s translation (fr. 
31 Dittmar = Inv. rhet. 1.31.51—52). The literary form is complex, since 
what we have is first a conversation between Aspasia and Xenophon’s 
wife (presumably the source of the story that Socrates brought his 
disciples with their wives to visit his “teacher”; cf. fr. 30), and then one 
between Aspasia and Xenophon himself, the whole of which is narrated 
by Socrates. Cicero’s translation does not make this point clear, but 
Socrates must be reporting this conversation to Callias in support of his 
recommendation. So we have a genuine (reported) dialogue-within-a- 
dialogue. This is a literary experiment of some audacity, to which there 
seems no exact parallel in Plato. The closest thing is the reported con- 
versation with Diotima in Symposium 201dff. And Diotima is in many 
ways Plato’s response to Aeschines’ Aspasia.** But there is a significant 


4°Cf. Ehlers (above, note 1), p. 85. 

4'See above, note 36. 

42Gigon asks: “Has anyone ever pointed out that Plato conceived the Diotima of his 
Symposium as the successful rival and counterpart [als tiberwindendes Gegenbild]—in 
more than one sense—to the Aspasia of Aeschines?” (Kommentar on Xen. Mem. 2.6.36, 
cited by Ehlers [above, note 1], p. 136 n. 81; similarly Gaiser 1969 [above, note 17], p. 
208). The answer to Gigon’s question is yes. The parallel between Aspasia and Diotima 
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formal difference, since Socrates is there narrating a conversation in 
which he himself was a participant, which makes the report more nat- 
ural. In this respect, as in the overall form of the reported dialogue as 
we found it in the Alcibiades, and also in the parody of the Gorgianic 
style, Aeschines seems to be the innovator, but Plato the perfecter of 
each technical advance. | 

The passage has the form of a Socratic €naywy7 or, as Cicero rightly 
says, an inductio. So Aspasia figures here as “a female Socrates.”** She 
first asks Xenophon’s wife whether if her neighbor possessed finer 
gold jewelry, she would prefer her neighbor’s gold to her own, and next 
whether if her neighbor had more precious clothes and ornament, she 
would prefer her neighbor’s clothes to her own. In both cases the wife 
answers that she would prefer her neighbor’s portion. The third ques- 
tion is “If she had a better man as husband than you have, would you 
prefer hers or yours?” At this point the wife blushes, and Aspasia be- 
gins to question Xenophon. When asked concerning a better horse and 
a better estate, Xenophon answers as expected, like his wife, that he 
would prefer the better share. And then comes the third question: 
“What if the neighbor had a better wife than you, would you prefer 
yours or his?” And here too Xenophon falls silent. Then Aspasia speaks: 
“Since neither of you answered the question I wanted most to hear an- 
swered, I will say what each of you was thinking. You, the wife, want to 
have the best husband, and you, Xenophon, want to have the most ex- 
cellent wife. Hence unless you bring it about that there is no better 
man and no more excellent woman on earth, you will both be lacking 
in what you regard as most desirable [optimum], namely, that you have 
married the best possible wife and she the best possible husband.” 

Here end the quotations from Aeschines’ Aspasia. We do not know 
how far Socrates’ final remarks will have elaborated the point of this 
little conversation and of the whole dialogue. But it seems clear that 
Aspasia is appealing to the love that Xenophon and his wife have for 
one another in order to urge them on to a mutual effort of self- 
improvement. Thus Aspasia in her “Socratic” role serves to generalize 
the principle that Socrates embodies at the end of the Alcibiades: to 
make someone better dia to eran, through the power of love. In that 
passage it was not clear whether Socrates’ love for Alcibiades was 


was noted by C. Fr. Hermann in 1850 (above, note 11), p. 19: “Socrates, quae eam [sc. 
Aspasiam] disserentem audivisset, eodem fere exemplo quo Diotimae praecepta in Pla- 
tonis Convivio, alteri narraverit”; and it is taken for granted in several ancient authors. 
See the quotations from Maximus of Tyre, Theodoretus, and Lucian in fr. 29, Dittmar 
(above, note 1), pp. 280—81; and cf. Ehlers (above, note 1), pp. 97—100. 

43Hirzel’s apt phrase, quoted by Dittmar (above, note 1), p. 51. 
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thought of as provoking eros in Alcibiades as well. But in this dialogue 
there is no doubt: it is by inciting or appealing to eros in others that 
Aspasia is able to act as moral guide and lead Xenophon and his wife 
to areté, as she had previously led Pericles and Lysicles.** In their case 
the arena of excellence was public life; here it is private and domestic. 
There she functioned as courtesan and mate; here she is the wise 
woman, the female sage, who can use her rare knowledge of ta erdtika 
to stimulate a passion for self-improvement in others without herself 
being personally involved. We thus have several different versions of 
that deep, somewhat mysterious link between sexual eros and the urge 
to areté that was brought out in the conclusion of the Alcibiades. 

In the absence of a complete text for either dialogue, it is impossible 
to see precisely how Aeschines meant this link to be understood. The 
three long quotations from the Alcibiades and the Aspasia give the im- 
pression that the dialogues of Aeschines were composed like an artful 
short story, written with deceptive simplicity in a gently mocking tone, 
but revealing an emotional and intellectual landscape with several dif- 
ferent perspectives, a strange mixture of truth and fantasy, serious- 
ness and spoof, where the reader is left to a large extent free to work 
out his or her own interpretation. In the case of the Aspasia, the dosage 
of the comic and fantastic is unusually strong. I conclude this discus- 
sion by referring to two previous attempts to carry Ehlers’ cautious 
analysis one step farther. Döring has called attention to an interest- 
ing parallel between the chastening of Alcibiades and the elenchus of 
Xenophon and his wife. In both cases an internal conflict is provoked 
in the interlocutors of Socrates/Aspasia, and the conflict finds expres- 
sion in external symptoms: weeping, blushing, silence. In both cases 
the procedure is designed to induce the interlocutors to look critically 
at themselves, to recognize their deficiencies, and to see the need for 
improvement. In Aeschines’ eyes, Socrates’ “erotic art and his elenctic 
art are two sides of the same coin.”*” From a somewhat different point 
of view, Gaiser has suggested that Aeschines may have seen in eros “not 
only a means for the attainment of areté but a component of aretē itself.” 


“4This is the line of interpretation proposed by Ehlers (above, note 1), pp. 88ff., and 
accepted with variants by Gaiser 1969 (above, note 17), pp. 2o2ff., and Döring (above, 
note 17), pp. 16—30. Earlier commentators misread the Aspasia as a contribution to the 
“debates on the question of women in ancient Athens”; Aeschines was thought to be 
drawing the full consequences of “the Socratic view of the moral equality of women” 
(Dittmar [above, note 1], p. 52). These issues may be germane, but Aspasia is scarcely a 
typical representative of Athenian womanhood; she is, after all, not even an Athenian. 

**Déring (above, note 17), p. 25, who cites evidence for a similar pattern of self- 
discovery with physical expression in the Callias, the Telauges, and the unspecified dia- 
logue that reported the conversation of Aristippus at Olympia (ap. Plut. De curios. 2, 
516c = SSR 4.a.2; cf. Ehlers [above, note 1], p. 293). 
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Perhaps Aeschines located virtue in a form of knowledge that cannot 
exist without love (pws) or friendship (Ata) and that can form the 
basis for community life. But Gaiser rightly emphasizes the half-playful 
tone of the Aspasia, the tone set from the beginning by the strange rec- 
ommendation of the courtesan as moral guide. Apparently Aeschines 
does not believe that the nature of Socratic eros can be grasped by a 
direct approach; in both of these dialogues “it is left to the reader to 
form his own conception of the areté that Socrates intends.”*° 


Appendix: On the Chronology of Aeschines’ Aspasia 
and Alcibiades 


There is an obvious connection between Aeschines’ Aspasia and Pla- 
to’s use of Aspasia in the Menexenus, where she is said to be the author 
of the funeral oration that Socrates recites and that he claims she com- 
posed from the leftovers from the speech she wrote for Pericles. I think 
there is no doubt that in this case Plato is the debtor and that it is from 
Aeschines that he has taken the motif of Aspasia as teacher of rhetoric 
for Pericles and Socrates. That the borrowing goes in this direction and 
not conversely is indicated first of all by the fact that Plato can simply 
take for granted the point that Aeschines is at pains to establish, 
namely, that Aspasia “has produced many good orators, including the 
finest in Greece, Pericles son of Xanthippus” (235e). And Plato carries 
this motif one step farther. In Aeschines Aspasia teaches rhetoric to 
Pericles; in Plato she writes his speeches, including the famous Funeral 
Oration. At the same time Plato is careful to avoid the more obvious 
role for Aspasia as a specialist in love. Socratic eros is not mentioned, 
not even alluded to, in the Menexenus. The reason for this is clear. Plato 
has no intention of allowing this topic to be sullied by contact with 
Aspasia. His Socrates will learn about love from a priestess, not from a 
courtesan. So the resemblances and differences between the two dia- 
logues are fully intelligible on the assumption that Plato is selectively 
adapting a theme first explored by Aeschines. (There is no insightful 
line of explanation going in the other direction. For instance, it is the 
absence of the erotic element in the Menexenus that needs to be ac- 
counted for, not its presence in the Aspasia.) So it is as certain as any- 
thing can be on the basis of internal evidence alone that the Aspasia was 
written before the Menexenus. 

Now in the case of the Menexenus we have that very rare thing, an 
absolute date. Because of the nature of its reference to the King’s Peace 


46Gaiser 1969 (above, note 17), p. 206; cf. pp. 2o3ff. 
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of 386 (at 245b—e), the Menexenus must have been written in the same 
year or immediately thereafter.” So Aeschines’ Aspasia will have been 
composed before 386, but perhaps not by much. We can provisionally 
situate it in the early 380s.*° And if (as we have inferred, following 
Ehlers) Aeschines in turn is reacting to Antisthenes’ Aspasia, he will 
probably have done so while that work was still fresh. So we get ca. 390 
asa plausible date for Antisthenes’ Aspasia, and 389—387 for Aeschines’ 
dialogue. We cannot actually rule out an earlier date for either dia- 
logue, but there seems to be no evidence in favor of an earlier date. 

A terminus ante quem for Aeschines’ Alcibiades is not so clearly in- 
dicated. I assume that it predates Plato’s treatment of the Alcibiades 
theme in the Symposium. So far as I know, no scholar has doubted that 
priority.*? But if we follow K. J. Dover in dating the Symposium between 
384 and 379,” the date is too late to be of much use in this connec- 
tion. (We will find evidence below, from Lysias, to show that much of 
Aeschines’ major work must have been done before 380.) However, if 
(as I propose to do) we follow Ehlers in interpreting the Aspasia as a 
kind of sequel to the Alcibiades, then we see that the latter must also fall 
before 386. 

Can we establish a terminus post quem? Some scholars, including 
Ehlers, have thought that Aeschines’ Alcibiades contains a backward ref- 
erence to Plato’s Gorgias. But that claim is not soundly based, and it has 
been rightly rejected.”' Hence Gaiser concludes that we lack any fixed 
post quem reference for Aeschines’ two dialogues; but he has over- 
looked a point noted by Ehlers and others. There is a striking verbal 
parallel, too close to be accidental, between the bacchantes drawing 
milk and honey when possessed in Aeschines’ Alcibiades (fr. 11c) and in 
Plato’s fon (534a). Since the imagery of possession is deeply imbedded 
in the Jon context but somewhat surprising in Aeschines (where 
Socrates does not seem to be possessed), it is natural to suppose that in 
this case Aeschines is echoing Plato.°? Now the Jon is plausibly dated in 
or shortly after 394.°° So we have the following coherent picture: _ 


47The King’s Peace is much more than a terminus post quem, if I am right in seeing 
the Menexenus as a kind of political protest against the terms of that peace; see “Plato's 
Funeral Oration” CP 58 (1963): 220-34. 
_ ` A date in the late 390s is also possible, but Plato’s use of the Aspasia motif is not 
pees to have been separated so very far in time from its inspiration in Aeschines’ 

ialogue. 
4s 
*Thus Gaiser 1969 (above, note 17), p. 208, accepts Ehlers’ claim that in Aeschines we 

have a “pre-Platonic interpretation of Socratic eros.” 

i See K. J. Dover, “The Date of Plato’s Symposium,” Phronesis 10 (1965): 2—20. 

sony Gaiser 1969 (above, note 17), p. 208, and by Doring (above, note 17), p- 21m. 12, 

i So Ehlers (above, note 1), p. 22, following H. Flashar, Der Dialog Ion als Zeugnis pla- 
tonischer Philosophie (Berlin, 1958), p. 21. 

™“Flashar (above, note 52), pp. 1012. 
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Plato’s Ion, ca. 394—392 
Aeschines’ Alcibiades 
Aeschines’ Aspasia 

Plato’s Menexenus, 386—385 


I do not attempt to locate Antisthenes’ Alcibiades and Aspasia here, al- 
though I conjecture that both of them belong before the correspond- 
ing dialogues of Aeschines. Their remains, however, are too scanty for 
any real confidence, and I see no basis, even conjectural, for dating 
them in relation to the Jon. 

My proposed chronology is a tissue of probabilities, and it depends 
crucially on the assumption that the Aspasia postdates the Alcibiades. 
(Otherwise we have a terminus post quem for the Alcibzades but not for 
the Aspasia, and vice versa in the case of a terminus ante quem.) But 
this assumption is not ad hoc; it was proposed independently by Ehlers, 
and it is a reasonable inference from the further development of the 
theme of eros in the Aspasia. In addition, my construction involves no 
other hypothesis that seems to me intrinsically dubious. Granted that 
first-order certainty is not to be had concerning this chronology, we do 
get a certain kind of second-order or epistemic certainty: it is certainly 
more reasonable to accept the proposed sequence (as probable) than to 
deny that we have any credible information about the chronology of 
these dialogues. 

Furthermore, my proposed dating for Aeschines’ dialogues receives 
a kind of confirmation from an entirely independent piece of evidence, 
Lysias’ attack on Aeschines cited by Athenaeus (13.612b).°* Lysias de- 
scribes Aeschines as “a pupil [aðntýs] of Socrates and the author of 
many solemn discourses on virtue and justice.” Lysias’ activity cannot be 
traced beyond 380, and hence he is usually thought to have dièd soon 
after that date. If so, the passage just quoted shows that Aeschines’ 
work must have been well known a good deal earlier.”” 

One more point on chronology. It is often said that the entire 
Socratic literature on Alcibiades is a response to Polycrates’ Accusation 
(katyyopta), which we know attacked Socrates as a teacher of Alcibia- 
des and Critias, and which is generally dated to 393—392.”° But the fre- 
quent repetition of this claim does not suffice to make it convincing. I 
do not see how the emphasis on Socrates’ love for Alcibiades in Aes- 
chines’ dialogue, or the playful treatment of the same theme in the pro- 
logue to Plato’s Protagoras, can possibly be regarded as apologetic in the 


54See Dittmar (above, note 1), p. 257. 
55As Gigon (above, note 21), p. 308, pointed out. 
56S0, for example, Giannantoni (above, note 6), 3:319. 


[ 106 ] Charles H. Kahn 


way we would expect if either Aeschines or Plato were seriously 
concerned to answer Polycrates’ charge.’ 

There is also a question about the date of Polycrates’ Accusation. Al- 
though it must be later than 394, how much later is not clear.58 The 
latest discussion of this question, on the basis of Isocrates’ reference to 
Polycrates in the Bustris, dates the work after 390 and anywhere in the 
early or middle 380s.” In view of the indifference of Plato and Aes- 
chines, it seems more likely that (as has occasionally been suggested) 
Polycrates’ anti-Socratic display piece was provoked by the Socratic lit- 
erature on Alcibiades rather than vice versa. Perhaps no close associate 
of Socrates would have felt that Polycrates’ rhetorical tract deserved an 
answer. As Gigon has pointed out for Lysias,°° and as we can add for 
Isocrates, the orators who did answer Polycrates were less interested in 
defending Socrates than in attacking their rival. Among authors of 
Socratic literature only Xenophon, the last and least Socratic, is ac- 
tively concerned to respond to Polycrates. And he has a different mo- 
tive for doing so: it gives him a literary pretext for organizing and 
publishing his recollections. There is no similar motive that might have 
induced Antisthenes, Aeschines, or Plato to take Polycrates seriously, 
and no real evidence that they did so. In rhetorical circles this pam- 
phlet obviously caused quite a stir. But I suspect that its importance for 
the Socratics has been grossly exaggerated by scholars in search of lit- 
erary infighting between fourth-century authors.°! 


*7Even less apologetic is Plato’s depiction of the conversation between Socrates and 
Critias in the Charmides, for there really was no need for Plato to choose these interloc- 
utors. 

SSP Treves’s reasons for dating it “mit Sicherheit” in 393—392 (in RE 21.2 [1952], col. 
1740) are the same as those of M. Pohlenz, which are rightly rejected by E. R. Dodds, 
Plato’s Gorgias (Oxford, 1959), p. 29 n. 2. 

"9C. Eucken, Isokrates (Berlin, 1983), P- 174. 

°°Gigon (above, note 21), p. 23. 

®*!'This essay is extracted from a forthcoming book entitled Plato and the Socratic Dia- 
logue, to be published by Cambridge University Press. 
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The Hippias Major and 
Socratic Theories of Pleasure 


Harold A. S. Tarrant 


In Hellenistic times there were two schools tracing their origins to 
Socrates that espoused extreme positions on the desirability of plea- 
sure. The Cynics, more important for their social than for their philo- 
sophic role, took an antihedonistic stance, emphasizing the role of toil 
in promoting the good life; and the Cyrenaics, of little social impor- 
tance but of potentially greater philosophic interest, embraced a num- 
ber of hedonistic sects for whom the pleasures of Epicurus were 
insufficiently down-to-earth. l 

Lucian represents Diogenes of Sinope, who is for him the arche- 
typal Cynic just as Chrysippus is the archetypal Stoic, as one who con- 
ducted a quasi-military campaign against pleasures; the philosophy of 
Aristippus,! however, is summed up as “to despise everything, make 
use of everything, and derive a contribution to one’s pleasure from ev- 
ery source.” He is the “sophist of pleasant sensations.” It 1s unfortu- 
nate that his inebriated condition prevents him from actually speaking 
in Lucian’s sketch. However, it is clear that for Lucian and his popular 
but surprisingly sophisticated audiences, the Cyrenaic philosophy Is 
the hedonistic philosophy par excellence, while the Cynic philosophy is 
the antihedonistic philosophy par excellence. . . 

That two such diametrically opposed moral philosophies should both 
trace their origins to Socrates is in some respects surprising. Certainly 


isti i is i is clear from the notion that 
: Aristippus the Elder, pupil of Socrates, is intended is C 
ae derva his philosophy from the Laughing Creed (= Democritus) and the 


Drunken Creed (= Aristippus). i 
2Lucian Vit. auct. 8 (Diogenes), 12 (Aristippus). 
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Socrates was a man with questions rather than answers and conse- 
quently became “all things to all men” more easily than most. But was 
there no coherence or consistency either in his own views or in the 
views that his leadership fostered in others? That would be a difficult 
thesis to defend; fortunately we do not have to subscribe to it. 

Lucian, we noted, takes as his representative of the Cynic school Di- 
ogenes of Sinope, not his Socratic teacher Antisthenes. He had good 
dramatic reasons for doing this, but it may very well have been Dio- 
genes who had most influenced the subsequent character of the Cynic 
movement. Likewise there is a significant problem as to the real founder 
of the Cyrenaics: was it Aristippus the Elder, or was it rather his grand- 
son, Aristippus the Mother-taught? And how far did Cyrenaic doctrine 
remain constant in any case?? How far, indeed, did its acknowledgment 
of a debt to Socrates endure? 

A primary source of our knowledge of Cyrenaic ethics, the summary 
of general Cyrenaic doctrine given by Diogenes Laertius (2.86—g3), is 
such that their differences from the Epicureans are constantly brought 
to our attention. Whether this is due to the desire of others to bring out 
the contrasts, or whether the ultimate Cyrenaic source was itself late 
enough to be responding to Epicurean dogma is unclear, and not of 
immediate importance. In either case it is not a reliable source for the 
doctrines of Aristippus the Elder, and thus not evidence for an original 
Socratic tradition. If we seek the extent to which Socrates’ own teaching 
could have inspired different views, we ought surely to confine our- 
selves to what can reliably be attributed to the Socratic disciples who 
inspired the two schools: to Antisthenes in the one case, and to Aris- 
tippus the Elder in the other. 

Even here a sharp difference in attitude to pleasure may be detected, 
leading one to ask whether both could possibly have derived their 
moral inspiration from a single teacher. Taking an early witness for the 
views of Aristippus, we find Xenophon drawing attention to his pursuit 
of ease and of pleasuring.* Antisthenes, on the other hand, is reported 
to have said frequently: “I would go mad rather than feel pleasure.” 
Contradictions among the pupils of Socrates over the question of plea- 
sure’s role here seem to reach their peak, though we shall find in due 


“There is a particular problem in relation to this school, since Diogenes treats 
separately the doctrines of three Cyrenaic splinter groups: those following Hegesias, 
Anniceris, and Theodorus the atheist. That may mean that the general summary of 
doctrine has a special claim to be viewed as orthodox, but if the orthodoxy was deter- 
mined by Aristippus the Younger, then it tells us little about the original Socratic tradi- 
tions on pleasure. 

4Mem. 2.1.9. 

°D.L. 6.3 (and cf. Gell. NA 9.5.3, who interprets it to mean that pleasure is the worst 
of evils!) = fr. 108 Caizzi = SSR 122: éheyé te ovvexés, Maveinv uadrov i hobeiny. 
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course that the evidence for Antisthenes and Aristippus is not so clear- 
cut. There are times when the internal evidence for individual follow- 
ers of Socrates is very difficult to reconcile. One can receive very 
different impressions of the Socratic view of pleasure’s worth from 
reading two different passages of Xenophon, or two different passages 
of Plato. How is the evidence to be reconciled? Can we believe that 
Socrates did not think out the question of pleasure’s value? 

In some ways it would be extraordinary if he had not done so. Plea- 
sure and pain are a principal topic of moral philosophy from early 
Plato on. The value of pleasure is a subject that no moral philosophy 
could thereafter ignore. Aristotle himself had declared that “pleasure 
and pain follow every experience and every act, and on this account 
[moral] virtue has to do with pleasures and pains,” and we have two 
substantial contributions of his to the subject of pleasure at Nicoma- 
chean Ethics 7.11-14 and 10.1—5. Had Socrates no inkling of the im- 
portance that this topic was about to assume? I cannot here tackle all 
evidence for Socratic views on pleasure. Rather I wish to focus our at- 
tention upon one Platonic work, which, when correctly understood, can 
help us to clear up some of the difficulties. 


1. Interpreting the Hippias Major 


The Hippias major presents considerable problems for those who 
would wish to use it as evidence for Socrates. To begin with there is the 
authorship question. Is it by Plato, or is it not? Even today there are 
those who do not regard the work as authentic Plato, however much it 
may follow in the Platonic tradition.’ Perhaps the emphasis in the de- 
bate has shifted from whether the work can be Platonic in philosophical 
content, for there is now no great obstacle to the belief that it somehow 
reflects his general metaphysical position just prior to the enunciation 
of the Theory of Ideas in the middle period works.® But there is a lin- 
gering feeling that much of the language and the general compositional 
technique cannot be matched in the rest of the corpus, and that some 
of it is better explained by the postulation of a later date than those 
who would accept Platonic authorship would care to postulate.’ 

The authorship question, however, may in fact be a secondary prob- 
lem. If not Plato himself, then whoever the author is, he is still much 


6Eth. Nic. 2, 1104b14—16. 
7E.g., H. Thesleff, “The Date of the Pseudo-Platonic Hippias Major,” Arctos 10 (1976): 


105-17; C. Kahn, “The Beautiful and the Genuine,” OSAP 3 (1985): 261-87. 
Plato, Hippias major, trans. with comm. and essay by P. Woodruff (Oxford, 1982), pp. 


161—80. 
See particularly Thesleff (above, note 7). 
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influenced by Plato’s early dialogues of definition, by Platonic meta- 
physics, and by a recognizably Platonic view of Socratic inquiry; it is less 
because of concerns about authorship that I believe the work deserves 
a special place in an examination of the Socratic tradition than because 
it presents us, on the face of it, with two Socrates characters. The fa- 
mous alter ego is not just Socrates’ double: he is far more forthright, 
aggressive, intolerant, and committed to searching for the truth than is 
what we may call the surface Socrates of the work. The device is with- 
out parallel in the Platonic corpus, and it is of considerable importance 
to know how it is to be interpreted. 

It may strike one as purely a device for enabling a conversation to 
take place between Socrates and a self-admirer such as Hippias, who 
has no time for Socratic small talk and would not tolerate being openly 
refuted and “put down” by Socrates.'” Paul Woodruff believes that 
the device is so necessary that it is not merely Socrates who has to 
pretend that the questioning and dissatisfaction come from a third 
party—eventually identified as “the son of Sophroniscus” (= Socrates, 
298b-—c); Hippias too needs to maintain the pretense.!! I doubt if this 
can be right. Irony would not suit so outspoken a person as Hippias; it 
too is beneath him. How is it that he twice inquires as to the question- 
er’s identity (288d1 and 298b10)? How is it that he seems so surprised 
that the questioner might give Socrates a beating in a seemingly just 
city (292a—b)? How is it, moreover, that the reader could feel that Hip- 
pias had been beaten if he had successfully managed to maintain this 
pretense throughout the conversation, until finally delivering a strong 
condemnation of Socrates’ methods (g04a—b). This interpretation 
makes Hippias one of the most perceptive of Socrates’ sophistic inter- 
locutors, not, as we feel in the Protagoras and Hippias minor, one of the 
least sensitive. 

There is a further point that arises here. The writer was under no 
compulsion to choose Hippias as interlocutor. If he had wished to en- 
able Socrates to deliver a stinging criticism of the explanation of “the 
fine” being proposed, he could simply have chosen an interlocutor who 
would stand up to the criticism: one committed to the task of pursuing 
a definition of the elusive quality under consideration. ‘There would 
then have been no need for dishonesty or dissimulation on Socrates’ 
part, and consequently no need for an alter ego. Why has Hippias been 
chosen? It is partly because he is the epitome of “the fine” himself, so 
that the writer follows all too consciously the good Platonic practice 


The word for “small talk” is oauxpoAoyia, a term employed by others who wish to be 
involved in public life rather than in nonproductive speculation: cf. Tht. 175a. 
''Woodruff (above, note 8), pp. 123-35. 
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of making the initial interlocutor one who has claims to the quality 
under discussion; but partly for the sake of humor, humor deriving 
from his pompousness and insensitivity, which are wide open to So- 
cratic exploitation. If the reader was to imagine Hippias in control all 
along, deliberately avoiding the kind of answer that Socrates wants and 
participating in the irony of the occasion, then we should not be laugh- 
ing at him. 

Both for these reasons and because the alter ego is persisted with 
even after the conversation has broken down (304d—e), one has to look 
for another explanation of this second Socrates, one that would see it 
as an intentional and meaningful element in the work, not as a mere 
device for overcoming compositional problems; one, perhaps, that sees 
some real duality in the familiar figures. To deny that this duality is 
intended by the author is to accept that the Socrates of this work is a 
blatant deceiver, ironically inventing a twin brother behind whose mask 
he can hide.'? The Socrates of the Charmides tells lies in a constructive 
cause (155bff.); the Socrates of the Hippias major would be telling them 
rather for the sake of making Hippias seem more ridiculous. A vivid 
picture of the alter ego emerges in the course of the work, partly 
through Socrates’ descriptions of him and partly through Hippias’ re- 
actions: He asks the most disrespectful questions (293a); he is ignorant 
and boorish (288d—289e); he is rude and given to mocking laughter 
(291e—292Cc); he inclines toward violence (292a), though he sometimes 
takes pity on Socrates and helps him along (293d). Most significantly 
though, he will not leave things unexamined (298b—c). In this respect 
he is the old familiar Socrates.'* In other respects he has an almost 
Cynic appearance, particularly insofar as he is ready to use his staff to 
back up his disrespect and mocking contempt for the values of civilized 
society and its most prestigious representatives. Is he in fact too scorn- 
ful to be a participant in Plato’s ideal sort of dialectical investigation? 

I ask this question because the closest parallel to the alter ego is to be 
found in a work acutely conscious of the right and the wrong types of 
questioner: the Theaetetus. In a famous passage Socrates demands, on 
Protagoras’ behalf, that he himself should not be unfair in argument 
and should keep the competitive spirit out of his discussions. He should 
not be trying to trip his opponent up but should rather endeavor to 
help him up when he has fallen (167e—168a). Proper conduct will re- 
sult in the gratitude of his interlocutors, who will blame their confusion 
on themselves rather than on him. He should avoid arguments that de- 


!21¢ is therefore not easy to reconcile this explanation with Viastos’ view of Socratic 
irony as expounded in “Socratic Irony,” CQ n.s. 37 (1987): 79—96. 

'3For the worthlessness of the unexamined life see Ap. 38a; for Socrates’ inability to 
allow falsehoods to pass unchallenged see Tht. 151c—d. 
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pend merely upon the way we use words (168a—c). We in fact see a kind 
of expurgated Socrates in the Theaetetus, one less likely to be led by his 
enthusiasm for knowledge into trying merely to expose an opponent’s 
weaknesses and into the more antagonistic forms of irony. The kind of 
problem that Socrates had just been producing for Theaetetus had in 
fact been characterized as “antilogical” and disputatious (164c) and 
had been connected there too with wordplay. 

The apparent self-criticism shows that Plato was conscious now of 
the need to distance Socrates from certain kinds of argument that he 
would associate rather with more sophistic opponents. He had just in- 
troduced a line of questioning at 163d with the words “If someone 
were to ask. . .” Now he will continue to distance himself from this type 
of questioning. At 165b he states the “most formidable question,” an 
“inescapable question” asked by “a man who can’t be unsettled”; this 
character, a rather more brazen Socratic type than “Socrates” here ap- 
pears, is then further described as a “light-armed combatant lying in 
ambush” and a “wage earner in argument” (165d) who pursues his 
questions relentlessly. Somewhat earlier (158b5) he had introduced a 
dispute upottua, b5, c8, dı) about whether one might really be 
dreaming rather than waking, and whether one should credit one con- 
dition rather than another. Socrates distances himself from the idea by 
suggesting that Theaetetus may often have heard this kind of thing, 
though there seems no prima facie reason why he could not make these 
suggestions himself. Unlike the rest of the work up to that point, the 
passage is clearly marked as late by the presence of the late period re- 
sponse formulae dp0@c and navténaor èv ov at 158d7 and dio. 

Later in the dialogue, during the digression on false opinion, Plato 
resorts to a similar technique. First there is a hint that some unnamed 
person may have been partly responsible for Socrates’ perplexity about 
false opinion (187d2); then an anonymous questioner is introduced at 
188d to challenge whether it is possible to “think what is not.” He re- 
turns at 195c—e so as to introduce the embarrassing case of numbers 
and mockingly challenge Socrates’ wax-tablet explanation of false opin- 
ion. Then at 197a there is a suggestion that an “antilogical” person 
would require Socrates to converse without terms of cognition until 
such time as he discovers what knowledge is. Finally there is a reference 
back, presumably to these passages, to “that refutative fellow,” who 
mockingly produces severe difficulties for Socrates’ final attempt to ex- 


'4On these response formulae see Thesleff’s table 3 in Studies in Platonic Chronology 
(Helsinki, 1982), p. 79. The only earlier case of a characteristically late-period response 
formula is the tí pýv at 145e5, where I suspect that e2—5 is a late addition springing from 
the desire to clarify the theory of the identity of knowledge and wisdom. At e2 tò xovov; 
seems rather a slow response from the quick-minded Theaetetus. 
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plain false opinion, based (like certain sophisms in the Euthydemus) 
upon a rigid dichotomy between knowledge and ignorance. 

When we look at the section on false opinion we may very well sus- 
pect that it is raising difficulties anonymously in order to save Plato 
from the charge of mystifying us in matters where he had already de- 
veloped solutions. The Sophist’s long and careful solution to the prob- 
lem of false statement incorporates an explanation of false opinion too 
(264a). This may not extend to the understanding of the physical or 
psychological aspect of false opinion’s development, but it at least re- 
moves the difficulties raised at Theaetetus 188d over “opining what is 
not.” I do not make the improbable claim that the Sophist was penned 
before the Theaetetus, but Euthydemus 284c already shows Plato en route 
to his solution. Plato has answers and is therefore engineering aporia in 
the Theaetetus, no doubt because he realizes its value for arousing cu- 
riosity and getting others to think for themselves (155c—d). But he does 
not want to be raising spurious and contentious objections directly, 
even though the early works would have happily allowed Socrates to 
present such difficulties. 

The language that Plato uses in the Theaetetus to describe the kind of 
approach he is at pains to avoid is that of dispute, refutation, and anti- 
logic.” Such terms are easily applied to the alter ego of the Hippias ma- 
jor. Similarly one can say that the attitudes suggested by these terms are 
not openly displayed by the surface Socrates, who is at pains to explain 
to Hippias carefully the defects of his answers. If merged, the two faces 
of Socrates begin to look like the Socrates of the early dialogues: when 
they are kept separate we are confronted with something new in both 
cases. Neither figure is very attractive, the surface Socrates having nei- 
ther the urgent desire for truth nor the guts to ask tricky questions for 
himself, and the alter ego being all too hostile in his interrogations. 
The surface Socrates is Socrates the over-helpful comrade and ironic 
flatterer, as was evident during the introductory conversation; the 
other Socrates is the impatient exposer of ignorance, a formidable and 
persistent opponent, ever ready to ask seemingly boorish questions on 
the road to exposing the inconsistencies of his interlocutors’ beliefs. I 
see in this segregation of the two sides of the earlier Socrates an ironic 
comment upon the tendency, visible in the Theaetetus, to distance 
Socrates from contentious lines of questioning. '® 


éudiop-, €XeyKT-, GVtLAoy-. 

'6Thesleff, “Platonic Chronology,” Phronesis 34 (1989): 23 n. 89, has more to say on 
the dichotomy of Socrates, as has Tuija Jatakari, “Der jüngere Sokrates,” Arctos 24 
(1990): 29—46, who concentrates on the “young Socrates” of the Theaetetus, the Sophist, 
and the Statesman. Chronological considerations may suggest to some that parallels in 
these works are of limited use for our interpretation of the Hippias major; this is not so. 
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When we proceed to the philosophy of the Hippias major we see very 
little difference between the two Socratic characters until the final ep- 
isode—the one involving the suggestion that “the fine” may be what is 
pleasant to the sight and to the hearing. At this point we temporarily 
see the surface Socrates, who has supplied the definition out of the 
blue himself, partnering Hippias in resisting pressure from the alter 
ego." The following questions are asked of him at 298d—e: 


Why have you separated off things that are pleasant in this way, and de- 
nied the term “fine” to food, drink, sex, and all the rest? 


Don’t you recognize such things as “pleasant” or as “pleasures,” nor any- 
thing else unless it be seen or heard? 


Given that they are no less pleasant, why do you deprive them of the de- 
scription “fine”? 


The alter ego immediately homes in on the qualification that has been 
applied to the notion that “the fine” is explained in terms of its pleas- 
antness. He seems to be suggesting that this qualification is somehow 
misguided. He seems to be asking: “What’s wrong with the other plea- 
sures?” The answer that he receives from the surface Socrates is sin- 
gularly unconvincing in terms of Socratic philosophy, for it makes 
appeal to the évdo§ov: to leave the term “pleasant” unqualified would 
be “utterly ridiculous,” says Socrates, and “As for sex, everyone would 
contend that. . .”!® Here we have that great champion of the views of 
the one expert against those of the multitude uncharacteristically ap- 
pealing to the majority view.'? The alter ego is suitably scathing: “I too 
can see why you have an ingrained distaste for calling these pleasures 
fine, because people don’t think they are. But I was asking you what zs 
fine, not what is commonly held to be fine.” The weight of the majority 
opinion means nothing to the alter ego (which is another reason for 


Thesleff (pp. 22—23) maintains his argument for dating the work around 360 B.c. In my 
view he has excellent reasons for supposing the finally published work dates from this 
period, but I tend to assume that the work was an attempt to prepare an earlier Platonic 
sketch for publication, and to do so according to Plato's latest requirements. 

'7Or in fact from anybody who would ask the same questions, 298d5—6: the flexible 
identity of the questioner is reminiscent of the Theaetetus. 

'8Translations in this sentence and in the second sentence below are Waterfield’s, in 
the Penguin Plato: Early Socratic Dialogues, ed. T. J. Saunders (London, 1987). 

'9That this is atypical is clear from such a consciously Socratic passage as Crito 47aff., 
where there is the clear motive of justifying Socrates’ refusal to escape in terms of un- 
controversially Socratic doctrine. Similarly one may appeal to Gorgias 471 eff. For the in- 
appropriateness of appeals to the endoxon in Socratic argument see Vlastos in his now 
famous article “The Socratic Eleuchus,” OSAP 1 (1983): 27—58. 
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seeing him as somehow more Socratic than his counterpart): he is in- 
terested only in realities, not in appearances. There seems to be a sug- 
gestion that the majority opinion is just an appearance, though like a 
good Socratic the alter ego refrains from making any statement to that 
effect. He leaves the matter for Socrates to consider, but all that Soc- 
rates can do is to restate his position without any justification, and to 
invite the questioner to refute it if he can. Socrates fails to look deeply 
into the realities of the matter, as the alter ego was inviting and as di- 
alectic requires; instead he takes his stance. 

Naturally the questioner obliges with an attack. It is of course the 
qualification to the idea that what’s fine is pleasant that is attacked, and 
attacked through the interesting argument that what’s fine isn’t fine 
because it’s pleasant or because it’s seen or because it’s heard or because 
it’s seen and heard.*° It is attacked on rather technical grounds, with- 
out the slightest hint that there is anything wrong with the use of plea- 
sure in explaining “the fine.” This is of course analogous to the typical 
ending of dialogue concerned with the definition of a virtue: the no- 
tion that the virtue concerned is some kind of éxvotypy is not attacked 
in the Euthyphro or the Laches or the Charmides. What is attacked is the 
particular attempt(s) to qualify the term epistēmē. The qualifications are 
attacked because Socratic philosophy resists the suggestion that the vir- 
tues are separable (when looked at as a moral force within man that 
secures right conduct).”! Does that mean that here in the Hippias major 
the qualifications to the equation of “the fine” and the pleasant are 
likewise resisted because Socratic philosophy resists the separation of 
those notions—at least when examined in a particular way? 

In view of the general impression that the alter ego dislikes the qual- 
ification and regards the surface Socrates as being rather timid in his 
adoption of it, it is surely necessary to consider whether the reader is 
not being invited to reflect further on the hedonistic premise that “the 
fine” and “the pleasant” are properly identical. Certainly that is not 
how the commentators view the passage. Take Robin Waterfield, for 
example: “Since this is presumably meant to be the most plausible at- 
tempt at defining fineness in aesthetic terms, and since it is rejected, it 
tells us not to limit fineness to the aesthetic and sensible.”?? One cannot 
stop at observing that a definition is rejected; one must observe also 


The argument at one point bears an obvious similarity to Theaetetus 185a—b. 

?!'The virtue terms can also of course be applied to the conduct that arises from such 
a moral force. 

72In Saunders (above, note 18), p. 225. Woodruff (above, note 8), p. 77, remarks that 
“ ‘Socrates’ record elsewhere suggests that he would not take the Questioner’s radical 
hint at 298de, and define the fine simply as what produces pleasure.” Perhaps Woodruff 
might agree that it ts vital to determine here which “Socrates” is truer to Socrates himself. 
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why it is rejected. Its rejection has nothing to do with its limiting “the 
fine” to the sensible realm qua realm of pleasure, for pleasure belongs 
also to the intellectual realm, as numerous Platonic passages testify. 
Only the restriction that the pleasure be visual or auditory causes prob- 
lems. Waterfield’s assumption that this ought to be the most plausible 
definition of its kind seems to imply that the aporetic dialogues all do 
their best to be other than aporetic, something that we should be better 
advised to doubt. oe 

Yet Waterfield’s view is typical. The prevailing view Is to assume that 
the latter pages of the work are somewhat antihedonistic. There is no 
other reason for this, I believe, than the general supposition that Pla- 
to’s Socrates tended toward antihedonism. That supposition is fraught 
with problems, not least the necessity of seeing the apparent hedonism 
of the Protagoras not merely as neutral theory to which Socrates fails to 
subscribe but even as something that our truth-loving Socrates, so anx- 
ious to set himself apart from the sophists who don’t care what they 
argue for,” has fundamental objections to. There is no space here for 
tackling the labyrinth of the Protagoras, but let it suffice to say that if 
Socrates and/or Plato (at the time of writing) had regarded this hedo- 
nism as a dangerous theory upon which to found one’s life, that theory 
would never have been presented in such a way that Socrates could be 
assumed by many readers to be advocating it. 


2. Hedonism Elsewhere in Plato 


Protagoras 351ff. is not the only passage in Plato’s allegedly Socratic 
works to be founded upon an ultimately hedonistic ethic. Of far 
greater importance when dealing with the Hippias major is Gorgias 
474dff., where Socrates discusses the nature of “the fine with Polus. 
The passage is closely linked with our work insofar as it utilizes very 
much the same categories of fine things: bodies, shapes, colors, and 
sounds; laws and practices (nitnôeúpata), coupled also at Hippias ma- 
jor 298d1; learning (475a1; cf. Hp.ma. 296a5: OOOta). The Gorgias ex- 
plains “the fine” as that which is either pleasure-giving or useful/ 
beneficial.2* It is evident that the terms “useful” and “beneficial are 
being used in a manner similar to that of Hippias major 295c—297d, 
where the former means “suitable for achieving a desired end,” the lat- 


23Cf. Euthd. 288a—b. a l 
4It is left to Polus to equate what is useful or beneficial with what is good (47583), 


thus apparently indicating that “good” is here used in a contributory rather than a final 
sense; it is presumably this restriction of the term “good” that underlies Polus’ refusal to 
follow Socrates in identifying the good with “the fine.” Socrates is then able to use bad 


as the opposite of useful/beneficial. 
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ter “suitable for achieving a good end.” That is to say that the Gorgias, 
in explaining “the fine” in terms of that which is either pleasant or bene- 
ficial, is attributing two senses to it, one relating to its contribution to 
some unspecified good end, the other relating to its contribution to the 
balance of pleasure over pain. 

Now first it should be clear that all pleasures qua pleasant are going 
to be “fine” according to this theory. The only circumstances in which 
a pleasure can be denied to be “fine” are those in which it is so linked 
with aioypá—either “pains” or “harmful effects”—that these latter out- 
weigh the immediate pleasant effects. Second, it should be observed 
that if the further goal to which what is “fine” qua beneficial contrib- 
utes is itself KaAGv (and how could it not be in Socratic theory?), then 
that further goal must be either beneficial or pleasant. If beneficial, 
then it must contribute to a further goal either beneficial or pleasant, 
and so on. Either there is an infinite regress or else the argument used 
against Polus rests on theory that makes pleasure the ultimate expla- 
nation of all kala. It is certainly not the pleasure of the moment, that is, 
pleasure contemporary with the experience, that allows an experience 
to be designated kalon, but that does not alter the fact that Socrates is 
employing an ultimately hedonistic method of evaluation, very similar 
to that which he employs in the Protagoras. 

This claim would seem particularly strange in the light of the fact 
that the Gorgias is the very work of Plato’s by which scholars judge 
Socrates to have been an antihedonist. First, the very denial of the sta- 
tus of téxvy to rhetoric had been based on a division between true arts 
aimed at the good and “flatteries” aimed rather at pleasure.” Can it be 
possible for the whole thrust of the work to be based upon this funda- 
mental distinction if that which is best and that which is ultimately 
pleasantest are identical? To this I can confidently answer yes. Plato’s 
flatterers are not aiming at what is ultimately pleasantest, but at what 
is pleasantest in the short term. Flatteries are also distinguished from 
arts by their inability to calculate their effects (50147) and to give an ex- 
planation for what they are doing.”° To aim at the good would still re- 
quire a calculus or the knowledge of certain explanatory laws by which 
present conduct was linked to future success; to aim at immediate plea- 
sure requires only experience of what tends to generate it. The theory 
of the Protagoras would be a perfectly sound basis for a distinction be- 
tween arts and flatteries along these lines. 

Next of course one has to cope with the fact that Socrates seems per- 
sonally committed to disproving the identification of pleasure and the 
good that Callicles espouses at 495a. Though it is abundantly evident 


?°Grg. 464c—465a, 500d—50 1a. 
76 465, 501a, C. 
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that the term “pleasant” is here being applied only to what given plea- 
sure at a given moment, with the arguments relying upon this tempo- 
ral factor, I do not want to argue that the tenor of this passage is 
compatible with the Protagoras, as J. C. B. Gosling and C. C. W. Taylor 
do.”’ Plato is writing with a mission at this point, and his mission ap- 
pears to be to undermine the hedonistic ethic altogether. However, I 
am prepared to argue that this very commitment of “Socrates,” like the 
new Pythagorean element, is an indication that the arguments with 
Callicles bid farewell to any Socratic stage in Plato’s thought. This I 
have argued before, and I see no reason to change my mind.”® 

At very least one should be prepared to allow Gorgias 474dff. to 
speak for itself, without feeling constrained to read it in the light of the 
arguments with Callicles. We should be alert to the fact that this pas- 
sage tends to reduce ultimately to hedonism, but we should also bear in 
mind that Plato has not brought that fact to the fore. There is certainly 
no intention on his part of converting us to hedonism: to judge from 
both the Protagoras and the Laws (e.g., 5,732eff.) he thought man’s na- 
ture needs no converting. But he is willing to allow important theory to 
be based upon ultimately hedonistic premises. It may be that scholars 
will prefer to regard the argument against Polus, like that with Protag- 
oras, as ad hominem. But they would have to be prepared to show how 
these arguments can be ad hominem in a way that other arguments in 
the “Socratic” dialogues are not. 


3. The Kalon of the Hippias Major 


It is time that we returned to the Hippias major. What I hope to do 
now is to show how logically the work develops, bearing in mind the 
various aspects of the Gorgias’s treatment of “the fine.” The initial at- 


271. C. B. Gosling and C. C. W. Taylor, The Greeks on Pleasure (Oxford, 1982), pp. 69- 
78, manage to reconcile the overall position even of the arguments with Callicles with the 
enlightened hedonism of Plato’s Protagoras. It is the amazing difference in attitude that 
strikes me: the fact that Socrates is totally at ease with a hedonistic ethic in one work and 
unusually keen to expose it in another. 

28See my “Composition of Plato’s Gorgias,” Prudentia 14 (1983): 3—22. I am much in- 
debted to the TLG computer-readable texts, which enabled me to discover that every sin- 
gle one of the thirty-nine cases of the verbal forms in -téoç and so on in the Gorgias 
occurs after Polus has spoken his last word (i.e., from 480e on). The arguments with Gor- 
gias and Polus resemble the early Hippias minor in being free of such forms, in spite of the 
frequent occurrence of alternatives such as det and yp. Another significant difference 
is that Plato has now acquired a physical theory of pleasure that seems not to treat plea- 
sure and pain as strict opposites (always implied in the argument with Polus): pleasure is 
akin to a process of filling, pain to a condition of emptiness rather than an emptying, and 
hence the two are contemporaneous. 
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tempts by Hippias to say what “the fine” is need not detain us long. 
That there are three attempts to offer a preeminent example of the 
quality concerned rather than the usual one might be attributed either 
to the obtuseness of Hippias or to his cunning escape from offering 
Socrates a straight answer or to his desire to raise the conversation to 
the heights to which he aspires; but one reason is surely the multifac- 
eted nature of the term “fine,” to which the author wishes to draw at- 
tention early. The term is applied by Hippias first to the beauty of the 
human body (the fine-looking girl, 287e), then by Socrates to other 
animals and artifacts; thus it acquires an aesthetic sense that can be ap- 
plied to bodily things in general. Hippias is now able to offer some- 
thing preeminently fine that can be attached to any body at all (gold, 
28ge). The objections to this effort of Hippias do two separate things: 
first, still in the realm of aesthetics, they introduce the concept of what 
is fitting or appropriate, which will be needed shortly. Second, they in- 
troduce cases where the fineness and appropriateness of an object are 
determined by its utility (what we do with it) rather than by its pleasant 
appearance. This in turn leads Hippias to look into the world of hu- 
man endeavor, the realm of those fine vópo and epitédeumata to which 
the Symposium has us turn after we have experienced physical beauty in 
general (210c, 211c). He explains “the fine” in terms of the archetyp- 
ally desirable human life according to Greek tradition. We have a 
glimpse of that which is “fine” not merely because of its delightful ap- 
pearance or its utility, but of something that is fine qua end: the final 
object of striving for any ordinary Greek. 

By the time that Socrates had disposed of this explanation too, the 
reader is aware of all the major classes of “fine” things in Plato (fine 
learning having been squeezed in 292d) and has been introduced to 
three senses in which things may be fine: qua pleasant, qua useful for 
some desirable end, and qua desirable in their own right. This is of 
course all going to have be taken into consideration. It is notorious that 
Socratic writings seek single, unified definitions even for words that 
seem to be applied to diverse things in diverse senses, and the initial 
task of the writer is to give some indication of the extension that he 
wishes the term to have. 

The work now proceeds ina very logical manner, with Socrates being 
the one to take each successive forward step. First he reverts to the con- 
cept of “the fine” as what’s fitting or appropriate. That term had been 
applied already both to things aesthetically pleasant and to things well 
adapted to their use; but it tended to suggest the immediate impact of 
the object concerned, and consequently tended to be associated with 
appearance rather than underlying reality. In many cases, perhaps, 
there would be no gulf between them, but there might be where some- 
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thing had long-term detrimental effects. Socrates therefore rejects it as 
being as quality that causes things to seem fine rather than to be fine. 

When one considers long-term effects in relation to how “fine” any- 
thing may be, one is thinking of its usefulness or harmfulness. Thus 
Socrates now suggests an equation of what’s “fine” and what’s useful 
(295c) and manages to apply it with some success to all classes of “fine” 
things. However, the term “useful” focuses upon the means without 
specifying that the end be desirable; things used merely for bad ends 
can hardly be fine, so the term “beneficial” is substituted for “useful.” 
This term applies to anything that tends to contribute to an eventual 
good outcome. The problem now is that to restrict “the fine” to that 
which contributes to some good end means that it cannot be applied to 
anything that is viewed as a good purely in its own right. To put it 
bluntly, nothing that does not have consequences can be “fine.” 

Such a notion was counterintuitive and is soon rejected. Any defini- 
tion of “the fine” as Socrates is well aware in the Gorgias, must apply 
both to things that contribute to a good end and to things viewed as 
good in themselves: to the fine kitchen tool, for instance, and to the 
fine-looking girl. Awareness that the term “beneficial” cannot cover 
things that are enjoyed purely for what they are, not for what they pro- 
duce, ought now to lead to a definition that covers things enjoyed for 
what they are. 

What could the writer possibly offer here? What is there that is fine 
in itself but is never pursued for some desirable consequence? There is 
happiness, of course, but such an answer begs the question; one has to 
be able to explain what happiness consists in. It is presumably com- 
posed of other things that are good in themselves. What can such 
things be if not pleasures? What can they be valued for if not for the 
pleasure itself? Aristotle seems unaware of any genuine alternative 
(Eth. Nic. 10.2). More important, what alternative did Plato offer? 
Knowledge is suggested as an alternative end in the Republic, but what 
knowledge other than knowledge of the Good (505b—c)? And do we 
really want it for its own sake, or for the sake of the Good? The mature 
Plato may have had answers, but Socrates, ever reliant on the thought 
patterns of the ordinary educated Greek, is unlikely to have been so 
esoteric. That which was desired for its own sake and which was not felt 
to be in need of desirable consequences was pleasure. The argument 
with Polus had virtually acknowledged that, and it is predictable that 
Socrates would now try to relate “the fine” to pleasure in some way. 

Thus the attempted definition in terms of what is pleasant to sight 
and hearing is a logical step after the observation that the beneficial 
covers fine means but not fine ends. The rejection of this definition in 
no way entails the rejection of pleasure as a possible explanation of a 
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thing’s being fine. Indeed it leads to an attempt to explain further what 
it is that makes these pleasures superior to others (303e). They are, it 
seems, the most harmless pleasures. ‘To anybody familiar with the the- 
ory of the Protagoras that would signify that there are no long-term 
pains that counterbalance the pleasures. We are on the point of a so- 
lution to the problem of defining “the fine.” . 
This kind of definition dialogue, however, is not wont to end in so- 
lutions. One can scarcely imagine Socrates thanking Hippias for his 
enormous help in finding the answers that will satisfy the alter ego. 
The reintroduction of the kind of consequences that certain pleasures 
have has given the alter ego a new weapon; for to distinguish between 
pleasures in respect of their good or bad consequences again raises the 
issue of what will be beneficial and what will be harmful. Without an 
explicit statement to the effect that pleasures are good unless counter- 
balanced by harmful (hence painful) consequences, it inevitably seems 
that it was the benefits rather than the pleasure that made beneficial 
pleasures “fine.” Again the definition leads to what is productive of 
good rather than to what is good in itself. And with that the search has 
gone round in its Daedalian circle (cf. Euthphr. 15b). : 


4. Socratic Pleasures 


Our examination of the Hippias major has helped us to see that it is 
one of a number of Platonic texts that suggest that Socrates may have 
founded his ethics on ultimately hedonistic principles: the others being 
Gorgias 474dff. and Protagoras 351bff. Certainly no Platonic texts sug- 
gest that Socrates would have espoused a life of uncritical pleasuring, 
and there is no doubt that he advocated the traditional Greek caution 
in the pursuit of the pleasures of the body. The openly antihedonistic 
passages in the Platonic corpus, however, seem later and less acceptably 
Socratic because of an infusion of Pythagorizing material. 

When one comes to Plato’s main rival in the depiction of Socrates as 
an ethical philosopher, Xenophon,”? one finds a variety of passages 
that either treat pleasures (or what is pleasant) or give some hint as to 
how they are viewed. The Oeconomicus is quite consistent in regarding 
pleasure as at least one criterion for assessing the desirability of types of 


294 ristophanes, of course, had either no knowledge of Socratic ethics in 423 B.C. or no 
comic interest in them. It is, however, difficult to imagine either that Aristophanes could 
not have found amusing ways of satirizing Socrates’ ethics and politics or that if Socrates 
already had well-developed moral views, Aristophanes did not know them. See the essay 
by Paul A. Vander Waerdt (Chapter 2). 
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conduct.°° The Memorabilia and the Symposium also have a number of 
such passages,”' and the Apology perhaps two (5—6, 18). Of these the 
former values Socrates’ just and holy life all the more because of the 
supreme pleasure that his knowledge of his impeccable conduct brings 
him; and he justifies willingness to die on the grounds that he could 
not live pleasantly if he knew that his sensory and intellectual powers 
were declining. The latter shows Socrates valuing his ability to live 
more pleasantly than others without the expense of providing for lux- 
uries. In the Memorabilia and the Symposium alike one finds passages 
that suggest that one might easily be misled in the pursuit of pleasure, 
and the Memorabilia also contains passages that dwell on the dangers 
of particular pleasures. Among these is the passage at Memorabilia 
2.1.1.ff. where Socrates tackles his follower Aristippus; the pleasures 
of the adulterer, for instance (2.1.5), and the pleasures of the moment 
generally (2.1.20); but the remarkable thing is that Socrates is quite 
ready to argue on the assumption that it is the life that is ultimately 
pleasanter that should be chosen (e.g., 2.1.10), without so much as a 
hint that there is anything particularly wrong with this thesis. Never is 
pleasure as a whole treated as something to be scorned. 

Xenophon thus presents Socrates as one who choose his pleasures 
carefully but chooses pleasure nevertheless. There is a clear connection 
between the goodness of an action or practice and the pleasure that it 
ultimately yields. Xenophon is not sufficiently keen on theory to want 
to inquire too closely into the nature of this connection: into whether it 
is because goodness is to be judged purely in terms of pleasure anyway, 
or whether pleasure naturally follows from our choosing the life of 
goodness. There are, however, two passages that might suggest that the 
relation of pleasure to goodness is one that is built into the framework 
of a rationally governed universe. This universe is organized in accor- 
dance with what is pleasant for the universal wisdom (Mem. 1.4.17), a 
clear indication that pleasure itself is a noble thing when it is pleasure 
in what is good. God takes pleasure in the rational workings of his world, 
and we should be able to take pleasure in our own good works too. 
Then again at Memorabilia 4.3.11 we find that man’s possession of sense 
organs for the enjoyment of what is good, and of that reasoning by 
means of which we may pursue the good and shun the bad, is attrib- 
uted to divine design. We are so structured as to take pleasure in good 
things and pursue their pleasures. 


*°This work gets around the problem of those pleasures normally regarded as inferior 
owing to their unpleasant consequences by maintaining that “as time goes on they are 
revealed even to those whom they have deceived as pains wrapped up in pleasures, which 
come to dominate and prevent them from undertaking useful tasks” (1.20). 


3'E.g., Symp. 2.25. 
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Now one may doubt whether such passages as introduce a rational 
god to plan for the universe accurately represent Socrates’ views. pace 
a device, however, is entirely in agreement with the account of Socrates 
enthusiasm for Anaxagoras’ intelligent creative power in Plato’s Phaedo 
(97b—98b), and it provides a suitable explanation for Socrates thesis 
that the good life was also the pleasantest, which is one aspect of his 
thesis at Protagoras 351bff. that endures even until the Republic, 
where the life of the just man is found to be 729 times pleasanter than 
that of the tyrant. The identity of the good life with the pleasant life 
can hardly be seen as a matter of chance by Socrates, for there would 
then be no reason why my good life should also turn out to be pleas- 
antest. But a divinity organizing the universe in accordance with what 
is best would surely arrange for men to derive most pleasure (in the 
long run) when progressing toward good ends, even though it might 
involve short-term toils. Pleasure would then be an incentive for us to 
cooperate with that power’s aims. 

Does that make Socrates a hedonist? Does he advocate the pursuit of 
long-term pleasures for pleasure’s sake, or for morality’s sake? We pur- 
sue pleasure at the human level perhaps, but the divinity may have us 
pursue pleasure for the sake of what's morally best. One might, how- 
ever, ask whether God has us pursue what’s morally best because at’s best 
or because it pleases him! This is the kind of theoretical question that Xe- 
nophon would have us believe was foreign to Socrates’ agenda (Mem. 
4.7). What matters is that Socrates was prepared to defend the same 
kind of life on a variety of criteria. In 1985 a papyrus was published 
that contained fragments of an unknown Socratic dialogue; ` in it 
Socrates defends his willingness to die on a variety of criteria, moving 
(in col. 3) from a hedonistic defense to one based on the assumption 
that the honorable life is best. Is this not the Socrates with whom we 
are familiar, equating all kinds of goodness and arguing that it is the 
same individual who attains them all? 

Whatever else emerges from Xenophon, it is the respectability of 
pleasure; it is its improper pursuit that is frowned upon. Thus Gosling 
and Taylor are able to say: “On the whole, Xenophon’s Socrates stands 
for moderate hedonism.”** This is a rather crude way of describing 


32The conclusion at 587d~e is prepared by a fascinating (though problematic) dis- 
cussion taking up much of book g. We ought perhaps to acknowledge that both p 
later pages of the Gorgias and the Phaedo have temporarily abandoned the equation o 
the best with the pleasantest life (pace Gosling and Taylor [above, note 27], P- 87), but 
they employ after lives to redress the balance. Thus if “pleasant” 1s used for “productive 
of pleasure” (without a time limit), then the good life is to that extent pleasantest even 
in these works. 

33Kölner Papyri 5 (1985): 22—53, no. 205. 

34Gosling and Taylor (above, note 27), p. 38. 
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Socrates’ stance, as if it were sufficient to place thinkers on some slidi 
scale between sybaritic hedonism (which they attribute to Aristi a 
and out-and-out antihedonism (which they attribute to a 
but it has a certain validity. What it misses is the historical truth S 
Xenophon’s rather less crude picture: Socrates’ ability to pla i he 
donist or the moralist as it suited either him or his friends. foes 
F inally we return to Aristippus and Antisthenes. For the former 

would like to show that he attended to Socrates sufficiently to aoa 


some caution in his choice of pleasures. A few fragments may be suf- 
ficient to show that this was so: 


The one to master pleasure is not he i 
: ! , who abstains but he wh i 
without being carried away by it. (Stob. Ecl. 3.17.17)? ermine ae 


It is not going in [to the brothel] that i ; 
come out. (D.L. 2.69).°° el] that is a problem, but not being able to 


Aristippus, while clothed in purple and anointed with perfumes, was not 
less temperate than Diogenes; for just as if somebody had e a ed hi 

body with the ability to be untouched by fire, he would be ae ad ch : 
even if he entrusted his person to Etna, so too anybody who ie eaisipped 


himself well for pleasure will neither, wh diri 
; e 
burn nor melt. (Max. Tyr. 1.9)?” n engulfed in it, get hot nor 


Aristippus approached pleasure with the firm intention of not bein 
overcome by it, and hence presumably of not being subjected to ibe 
unpleasant consequences. There was no intention to avoid any of ihe 
experiences normally designated pleasures; the intention was rather to 
avoid that feeling of being swept away by pleasure, which is the ver 
aspect of a pleasure that many might think most deserved the aaa 
pleasure. Such persons might very well accuse Aristippus of rejectin 
the pleasure in pleasures, and being left with nothing but a ear 
physical sensation. And what then of the young sybarite with whom 
Socrates converses at Memorabilia 2.1? One should surely remember 
that Xenophon is here trying to show an Aristippus who currently in- 
dulges himself too much being taught to get a grip on himself b 
Socrates (2. 1.1). This is no portrait of Aristippus qua follower of 
Socrates; it is Aristippus as Socrates had found him. The strong impli- 


cation is that the mature Aristippus did in fact master himself and did 
so under the influence of Socrates. 


“SFr. 55 Mannebach = SSR o8. 
whe 59 Mannebach = SSR 87. 
~ Fr. 56 Mannebach = SSR 58. 
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We now come to the alleged out-and-out antihedonist. How do An- 
tisthenes’ views on pleasure fit into the Socratic tradition, particularly 
if Socrates was as agreeable to the cause of pleasure as I have sug- 
gested? Did Antisthenes not frequently say that he would go mad 
rather than feel pleasure? In saying this he certainly did not mean that 
he would never be pleased, for in that case he would never feel plea- 
sure in virtue or the like. It matters crucially what one takes pleasure 
in, as Aristotle (Eth. Nic. 2.3, 1104b 11-12) and Plato (Leg. 65;9d—e) 
recognize when claiming that it is a key part of education to ensure that 
young men take pleasure in the right things. He might have said in all 
sorts of situations that he would go mad rather than feel pleasure, but 
it need mean no more than an insistence on taking pleasure only in 
cases when pleasure is the appropriate response. 

Other fragments of Antisthenes might be used to argue that his 
views too were compatible with enlightened hedonism. What is good is 
“pleasure that one does not repent of” or “pleasure that follows toil, 
not that which precedes it.”** These are not the words of somebody 
who is an antihedonist in theory, though they do suggest an attitude of 
intense suspicion of pleasure. That suspicion is shown in Xenophon’s 
Symposium (4.38—41), where Antisthenes is happy to accept that he has 
a very pleasant life, and has reservations that it may be a little more 
pleasant than is expedient for him. He is worried, perhaps, by that 
same dominating tendency of pleasure that Aristippus was wary of. 
But he is no killjoy in this work and is far more at home in a jovial set- 
ting than the Stoics and Platonists at the symposium described in Lu- 
cian’s Lapiths. Aristippus may indulge, but Antisthenes can hardly be 
said to abstain. This is most evident in the case of his sexual desires; for 
he is happy to have intercourse with any woman who will appreciate 
it,2° sees no merit in abstaining from adultery, and generally regards 
nothing as being foreign to, or impracticable for, the wise man.*° In 
general, Antisthenes derives his pleasant life from ensuring that he can 
enjoy whatever is on offer, while Aristippus derives his in the more or- 
thodox fashion, from enjoying the most luxurious things on offer. 
They are not poles apart. 

It is worth quoting H. D. Rankin at this point: “Antisthenes’ attitude 
to pleasure, and in particular, sexual pleasure, could be designated de- 
liberately cool.”*! 


38Ath. 12.5134 and Stob. Ecl. 3.29.65 = SSR 126-27 = frs. 110, 113 Canar: 
39Xen. Symp. 4-38. 

40Frs. 116, 81 Caizzi = SSR 59, 134. 

41 Antisthenes Sokratikos (Amsterdam, 1986), p. 134- 
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The message of the fragment of Aristippus in Maximus Tyrius, quo- 
ted above, is precisely that one should remain cool when eae 
pleasures. That coolness is not specifically Socratic but is implied ey 
the Greek concept of om@ppootvn, the virtue particularly ae 
with self-control and self-awareness. 4 

This study set out to try to reconcile the seemingly disparate Socratic 
traditions on the question of the value of pleasure. While it was inev- 
itable that different attitudes toward pleasure would be taken by the 
very different individuals whom Socrates attracted to his circle, it ae 
be said that there is little sign that these attitudes were accompanied b 
vastly different theoretical positions. The extremes of hedonistic and 
antihedonistic theory are not, I suggest, represented among Socrates’ 
followers. Hence it is to Eudoxus and Speusippus that Aristotle looks 
for elucidation of hedonistic and antihedonistic theory respectivel 
(Eth. Nic. 10.2, 7.12), not to the Socratic schools. As for Socrates ae 
self, he probably had a complex position that was neither that of a syb- 
arite nor that of the ascetic. To call such a position Epicurean hardl 
does Justice to the totally different views on the organization of the 
universe and indeed of morality that Socrates and Epicurus adopted;*° 

but to call it mild hedonism would do Socrates no Justice either. The 
historical Socrates was not more mild than was his alter ego in the Hip- 
pias major. 


tOn this, see J. Annas, “Self-Knowledge i i : 
’ _ ; = eil E l ” . . 
D. O'Meara (Washington, D.C., ae, ge in Early Plato,” in Platonic Investigations, ed. 


43 e i : 
See T. H. Irwin, “Socrates the Epicurean,” ICS 11 (1986): 85—112, esp. pp. 103-4. 
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Socrates in the Context of 
Xenophon’s Political Writings 


Thomas L. Pangle 


In the past two generations we have rediscovered what Yvon Gar- 
land calls the “intellectual audacity” of Xenophontic political theory.’ 
This voyage of liberation from the prejudices dominating Xenophon 
scholarship for most of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries has de- 
pended heavily for its orientation on the authoritative guidance of Ma- 
chiavelli (and, in the case of Garland, Marx). Even a casual survey of 
Machiavelli’s most famous works indicates that the Florentine wizard 
ranks Xenophon well above Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, Polybius, and in- 
deed all other previous political theorists. The Xenophontic writings 
that prompt Machiavelli's accolades are Hiero; or, On Tyranny and the 
accounts of “Cyrus”—above all the Cyropaedia. The fictional Cyrus por- 
trayed in “the life of Cyrus written by Xenophon” is a preeminent 
“hero” of Machiavelli's Prince, serving as the exemplary “armed 
prophet.”? Machiavelli has helped us to recognize that in order to be- 
gin to appreciate the radicalism of Xenophon as a political theorist one 


'y Garland, Slavery in Ancient Greece, revised and expanded English edition, trans. J. 
Lloyd (Ithaca, N.Y., 1988), p. 176. For some high points in the literature, see L. Strauss, 
“The Spirit of Sparta or the Taste of Xenophon,” Social Research 6 (1939): 502-36, and 
On Tyranny? (Glencoe, Ill., 1963); W. Newell, “Tyranny and the Science of Ruling in Xe- 
nophon’s ‘Education of Cyrus,’ ” Journal of Politics 45 (1983): 889—906; G. Proietti, Xe- 
nophon’s Sparta (Leiden, 1987). 

2“Cyrus” in the works of Xenophon is ambiguous, as the name may refer to either the 
younger or the older Cyrus, or to an amalgam of the two (as in Oec. 4). For Machiavelli's 
discussions of Xenophon and Cyrus, see Il principe, chaps. 6, 14, 16, 26; Discorsi sopra la 


prima deca di Tito Livio 2.13, 3-20-21. 
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need only read the Cyropaedia without prejudice, for the Cyropaedia lays 
out searching and comprehensive challenges to what would otherwise 
appear to be fundamental theses, not to say givens, of “classical polit- 
ical theory.” To mention the most obvious foreground: the work ques- 
tions the superiority of the Greek polis to “mass society” wisely ruled by 
morally and intellectually superior Orientals (“barbarians”),? it ques- 
tions the preferability of republicanism (in any of its forms) to central- 
ized bureaucratic administration under an absolute monarchy, and it 
questions the dependence of civic or moral virtue (at its peak) on re- 
publican virtue or citizenship. 

Yet our rediscovery of Xenophon’s originality as a theorist of politics 
remains truncated so long as it is not accompanied by a recognition and 
understanding of Xenophon’s more fundamental concern, a concern 
largely disregarded by Machiavelli. I refer to Xenophon’s presentation 
of Socrates, as the epitome of the most self-conscious philosophic way 
of life. Only when we have integrated our renewed appreciation of Xe- 
nophon’s political theory, centered on the figure of Cyrus, into his ac- 
count of the philosophic life, centered on Socrates, will we be in a 
position truly to comprehend Xenophon’s whole account of the human 
situation.“ 

Given the manifold difficulties that attend any attempt to take the 
measure of Socrates, it is neither surprising nor inappropriate that this 
dimension of Xenophon’s thought remains in greater obscurity than 
Xenophon’s political theory strictly defined. But I would like to try to 
offer some assistance to readers who have begun to sense, with some 
natural bewilderment, the complexity and the playfulness of Xeno- 
phon’s treatment of this highest theme of his thought and writing. 

The overall suggestion that underlies my discussion may be stated as 
follows. Xenophon’s teaching on the Socratic, philosophic way of life is 
best approached by imaginative and questioning reflection on the po- 
litical and personal drama through which that teaching is conveyed. 
Above all, we ought to reflect on the juxtapositions and contrasts Xe- 
nophon constructs between Socrates and key representatives of re- 
spectable, alternative (i.e., subphilosophic) ways of life. These richly 
revealing comparisons come to sight not only within the Socratic writ- 
ings but also when those writings are set beside the nonSocratic writ- 
ings. By allowing or prompting us to make these comparisons, 
Xenophon permits us to see how far the Socratic life stands from other 
eligible or respectable ways of life, while he simultaneously introduces 


See J. J. Farber, “The Cyropaedia and Hellenistic Kingship,” AJP 100 (1979): 514. 

*The best introduction to Xenophon’s philosophy as a whole is C. Bruell, “Xeno- 
phon,” in History of Political Philosophy,” ed. L. Strauss and J. Cropsey (Chicago, 1987), pp. 
89-117. 
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us to the question of why or in what sense the life of Socratic philoso- 
phy can reasonably claim superiority to those other ways of life. 


1. The Rhetorical Defensiveness of Xenophon’s Portrait 
of Socrates 


The most massive feature of the political context in which Socrates is 
to be viewed is of course his execution as a criminal, condemned to 
death for the very serious crimes of impiety and corrupting the young. 
Accordingly, Xenophon’s account of Socrates is emphatically defensive. 
This primary characteristic of the Xenophontic presentation appears 
not only in the Apology of Socrates to the Jury and the Memorabilia but also 
in the somewhat less directly apologetic Oeconomicus and Symposium. ‘To 
mention only the most striking indication: in each of these latter two 
works, emphatic reference is made to the great Aristophanic satire (the 
Clouds) that made Socrates notorious as one who impiously investi- 
gated the the things on high (Symp. 6.6—10; Oec. 11.3). 

In thus offering a primarily defensive account, Xenophon follows 
the example, as it were, of his Socrates: in Xenophon S Socrates we see 
a man who himself was preoccupied, for much if not all of his mature 
life, with his own defense. As Xenophon twice tells us (Men. 4.8.4; cf. 
Ap. 3), after Socrates was indicted for impiety and S m 
young, Hermogenes told him, or asked him whether he didn t think, 
he “ought to consider, what he intended to say in defense > to which 
Socrates replies: “Don’t I seem to you to have spent my life preparing 
for this?” The preparation consisted in “going through life doing noth- 
ing else except examining the just things and the unjust things, doing 
the just and refraining from the unjust.” . . 

Xenophon’s Socrates was a man passionately concerned with doing 
what is right; but to a degree unsurpassed by any other citizen or phi- 
losopher, Socrates recognized the need first to understand what is right 
in order to be able truly to act in the right way. This is to say that he was 
arrested by the initial recognition of his own, and of others’, ignorance 
of what exactly is right. The need to learn what Justice is was thus in- 
timately interwoven, in Socrates’ self-understanding, with the need to 
defend or justify himself. It was the peculiar intensity of these twin con- 
cerns that set Socrates apart as a philosopher; it 1s this that allows us i 
speak of him in retrospect as the first political philosopher.” On the 


i i ; the discussion of 
5Cf. Mem. 1.1.11—16, with Cic. Tusc. 5.10—11 and Acad. 1.4.15; see | 
ee Fags and their relationship in W. K. C. Guthrie, Socrates (Cambridge, 1971), 


pp- 97-105, esp. p. 100. 
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other hand, it was the unique intensity and character of these twi 
cerns that set Socrates apart as a citizen: to borrow for a a eae 
Platonic characterization, it was this that allowed Socrates seine: 
himself as the only citizen who practiced “the true politi foes : 
a political art” (see 
n E e makes Socrates’ distinctiveness as a citizen most visible in 
E ee a we find Socrates in dramatic juxtaposition with 
S rena = omachus, according to Socrates’ description of him 
ales f us, 1S a man who is universally recognized as the par- 
gmatıc good citizen or perfect gentlemen (kalós te kàyaðóc). In or- 
der to understand this remarkable work, which presents the i Je 
most important juxtaposition in all of Xenophon, one must aaber 
ee its comic and rather complex dramatic situation and structure. 
es SS a i pane ae told by Xenophon of a conversation 
n ritoboulus, the youn ito, i 
ence of Xenophon. Socrates’ osien DI paR in a 
to convince the ne’er-do-well Critoboulus (who spends too sauce ti a 
in boyish fun, and especially in attending comedies, sometimes in ie 
company of Socrates—Oec. 2.7, 3-7-9) to take seriously his duties as 
gentleman farmer and household manager. In order to effect this i : 
probable end, Socrates not only exhorts Critoboulus and sketche Se 
of the elements of the art of farming or household mana amie ee 
a tells a fictional story of a conversation that he Sa Do 
= y ce had with the perfect gentleman farmer Ischomachus. 
crates te Is the story as if it were the account of the conversation th t 
was the turning point in his life. He does not specify exactly when in hi 
life the conversation is supposed to have taken place mie he t n 
himself, at the start of the conversation, in these terms: as cae i e 
man in ill repute on account of his poverty and his Aristophanic i iic 
reputation as a natural scientist and idle talker: as a man who S 
come acutely conscious of the fact that he has not yet begun to ae 
what is generally respected as “virtue”; as a man who has decided to 
enquire, for the very first time, into the nature of virtue, so as to be 
able to begin to practice it; and as a man who is ludicrously ignorant of 
n ordinary-language signification of the word En nabe n 
: = a beautiful (Oec. 8.13—1 7» 7-1-3, 11.3—6). This self-portrait is 
plicitly a Joke (Oec. 11.7), and it becomes apparent in the course of 
the conversation that Socrates is not so much intent on learning fr a 
Ischomachus as he is on confirming certain critical ademen has 
already formed regarding conventional virtue. More import h 
fictional narration is a way of teaching Xenophon, and roach x 
nophon, Xenophon’s readers, the difference between So. oa a 
thodox gentlemanliness or virtue. ASEE 
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To confirm and illustrate what we have been saying about the pecu- 
liarly defensive character of the Socratic concern with justice, let us be- 
gin by considering the contrast between Socrates’ concern to defend 
himself and the similar concern exhibited in the portrait of the para- 
digmatic gentleman Ischomachus (Oec. 11.21—24). Socrates reports 
that Ischomachus remarked to him that despite or because of his im- 
mense public services in peace and war he was slandered by many false 
accusers. This prompted Socrates to ask the gentleman whether he was 
concerned to practice giving an account of himself or securing such an 
account from another. Ischomachus assured Socrates that he devoted 
himself to practicing his defense or “apology,” and that this defense 
consisted in his doing no one injustice, but rather benefiting many, as 
much as he could. Furthermore, Ischomachus added, he practiced 
lodging accusations against persons he discovered doing injustice to 
many in private and to the city, while benefiting no one; he never 
ceased practicing, in the course of ruling his slaves, speeches con- 
cerned with cross-examination and judging in domestic judicial pro- 
cesses; he practiced speeches concerned with praising and blaming and 
reconciling friends; during military exercises he blamed and defended 
and accused fellow soldiers and engaged in deliberations about what 
ought to be done, praising what seemed desirable and blaming what 

seemed undesirable; but, Ischomachus concluded, he had never been 
able to employ guileful rhetoric. 

As E. C. Marchant notes,® there is an evident parallel between this 
passage and the passage we earlier cited from the Memorabilia (4.8.4), 
in which Socrates describes his own lifelong preoccupation with de- 
fending or giving an account of himself. The contrasts are numerous 
and remarkable. Most striking of all is the fact that Socrates has been 
throughout his life primarily concerned to investigate what justice is 
and what injustice is: for the philosopher, the nature of justice is (to 
begin with, at any rate) a great problem, a major puzzle. Ischomachus’ 
concern with justice and injustice presupposes that he knows what jus- 
tice is, without lengthy investigation, and that the serious question is 
how to apply the moral principles—in praising and blaming, in judicial 
proceedings and especially accusations, and in policy deliberations. 

To be sure, in the Memorabilia Socrates says he has also been con- 
cerned to do the just things and to refrain from the unjust things, thus 
implying that he is far from being in total ignorance as to the nature of 
justice. But the deeds dictated by justice insofar as Socrates under- 


6£. C. Marchant, Xenophon in Seven Volumes (London, 1968), 4:461. Cf. L. Strauss, Xe- 
nophon’s Socratic Discourse: An Interpretation of the Oeconomicus (Ithaca, N.Y., 1970), pp- 


165—66. 
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stands justice are very different from the deeds the perfect gentl 
assumes are dictated by justice. It is precisely Socrates’ Dacuiedac af 
the problematic nature of justice, or of the difficulties eae ir 
an investigation into justice, that makes him lead a more resided ave 


life than that of Ischomachus (see also Mem. 1.6.15). 


2. Xenophon’s Socrates as Upholder of Obedience to Law 


Yet lest we misinterpret or overstress the difference between th 
Socratic and the ordinary gentlemanly or civic virtues, we should ke i 
always in the foreground the immense Socratic respect for law The 
Socratic respect for law is a direct result of the Socratic conce tion f 
Justice and is therefore so far from being contradicted b Sei 
criminal execution that it is in a sense vindicated by that Sd and ne 
bling event. It may seem paradoxical that an intense concern for jus 
tice, and respect for law, could contribute to a philosopher’s sn 
into trouble with the law. The paradox diminishes when we a 
a that men of principled justice are sometimes found to be se- 
o ao conventionally respectable opinion and even with 
. Xenophon certainly demonstrates that the Socratic concern for jus- 
tice has something important in common with the concern to do 
is right that characterizes the gentleman, or kaloskagathos, who ne 
good citizen of the republican polis, is determined at all R 7 b 
faithful to the law—even or above all when everyone else seeks to i : 
nore or bend the law. In the Hellenica (1.7, esp. secs. 12 and ı ) Xeno- 
phon provides a famous and vivid example of Socrates actin x ks 
citizen, in the affair of the trial of the generals from the Ste at he 
Arginusae. There we see Socrates standing like a nobly isolated ae 
tleman in the face of the democratic majoritarian claim that “it is ee 
rible thing if the people are not allowed to do what they wish”: “so the 
Presidents were frightened and all agreed to put it to a vote except 

Socrates the son of Sophroniscus; this man said he would not bi 
would do everything according to law.” iii 
_ Yet this incident is singular, rather than representative of Socrates’ 
life or even of the sort of behavior that got him into trouble Xeno Bor 
indicates this with his characteristically light touch: apart fron his z 
count of this heroic act, he does not breathe a word of Socrates i , he 
work entitled Greek Matters. Socrates as philosopher was not “Greek” ii 
Xenophon’s eyes, and his life and characteristic words and deeds a 
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above all, his thoughts do not belong in a work such as the Hellenica.” 
The “Greek historian’s” narration of the heroism of the citizen Socrates, 
“the son of Sophroniscus,” does not take us to the heart of the philos- 
opher Socrates’ concern for justice, and hence to the heart of his—and 
Xenophon’s—defensiveness. 

It is true that in the Memorabilia’s thematic discussion of Socrates’ jus- 
tice (Mem. 4.4) Xenophon again stresses the philosopher’s obedience to 
law and exemplifies that obedience by adducing actions that include 
the stand Socrates took at the affair of the generals. But the Memora- 
bilia focuses on Socrates’ more philosophic deed, his refutation of the 
sophist Hippias. In that elenchus, Xenophon presents Socrates success- 
fully maintaining that the lawful is the just. But the arguments Xeno- 
phon puts into Socrates’ mouth, and even his thesis about the relation 
between justice and legality, are stated most ambiguously. Moreover, as 
Marchant observes,® Socrates’ apparent thesis, to the effect that the 
laws are the embodiment of justice, is “not wholly consistent with what 
Socrates says in other parts of the Memorabilia.” Marchant concludes 
that the refutation of Hippias “is really unconvincing as an exposition 
of Socrates’ views on Justice,” and suggests that Xenophon was gov- 
erned here by the conviction that it was incumbent on him to rebut in 
crushing fashion the alarming charge that Socrates was a despiser of 
the established laws (see Mem. 1.2.9). 

In other words, Marchant directs us to bear in mind the likely rhe- 
torical character of Xenophon’s defensive portrait of his convicted and 
executed former teacher. I regard this as a most sound and illuminat- 
ing suggestion. I would add that insofar as Xenophon employed rhe- 
torical arguments to reconcile the Socratic way of life to common 
opinion, he would have again been following the example set by his 
Socrates. A decisive clue to understanding all of the Xenophontic 
Socrates’ words—and thereby all of Xenophon’s words about his 


7The prevailing scholarly view of the treatment of Socrates in the Hellenica, indeed 
the prevailing scholarly view of the work as a whole, is based on a failure to recognize the 
artistic character of the work and its place in what Shaftesbury called the “system” of 
Xenophon’s writings (Characteristics of Men, Manners, Opinions, Times 6.5.1). See W. P. 
Henry’s critical summary of the scholarly consensus in Greek Historical Writing: An His- 
toriographical Essay Based on Xenophon’s Hellenica (Chicago, 1966), p. 194. Henry does not 
seem, however, to have been altogether successful in liberating himself from the conven- 
tional view he rightly criticizes: see Leo Strauss’s review of Henry’s book, “Greek Histo- 
rians,” Rev Meta 21 (1968): 656—66. A recent path-breaking revision of the conventional 
approaches to the Hellenica, laying great stress on the work’s unique “literary” character 
and place within the Xenophontic corpus, is Proietti (above, note 1). Given his central 
theme, Proietti does not discuss what he terms the “apparent digression” of Hellenica 1.7 


(p. 21). 
8Marchant (above, note 6), 4: xix—xx. 
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Socrates—would seem to be provided by Xenophon’s account of 
Socrates’ manner of arguing, communication, and teaching (Mem. 4.6: 
Xenophon gives this account shortly after his account of Socrates’ jus- 
tice, the account centered on the refutation of Hippias to which we 
have referred). Socrates, Xenophon reports, spoke and argued in two 
radically different ways with two radically different sorts of interlocu- 
tor. In so doing, Socrates explicitly patterned his mode of communica- 
tion after that of Homer’s wily Odysseus (see also Mem. 1.2. 58). 

When someone challenged Socrates by disagreeing, but without pre- 
senting a demonstration, Socrates would lead the entire argument 
back to the fundamental principle through step-by-step dialectic. In 
this way he arrived at truth, evident to the interlocutor as well as to 
Socrates, because the interlocutor had been allowed and impelled to 
question and answer along with Socrates. 

But most of the time, when he was not interrupted by challenges but 
instead allowed to go through an argument by himself, Socrates pro- 
ceeded in the manner that he said was the only “safe” way to speak: by 
way of generally accepted notions, imitating the Homeric Odysseus, 
who as a “safe rhetorician” did not depart from the prejudices of the 
general run of human beings. In this way Socrates arrived at “agree- 
ment” as opposed to “truth,” and sueceeded in doing so to a degree 
unmatched in Xenophon’s experience. 

In the light of what Xenophon repeatedly shows throughout the 
Memorabilia, we are justified in adding that Socrates (and Xenophon by 
way of his character Socrates) is eminently capable of carrying on these 
two different modes of communication at one and the same time. 
While leading his docile interlocutors to “agreement,” Xenophon’s 
character Socrates is able to provoke in his more intransigent hearers 
the questions they ought to be asking, and to indicate the path toward 
answers. A beautiful example is afforded by his deliciously ironic dia- 
logue with Hippias about justice and law. 

The question to which we need to attend, however, is this: Precisely 
what moral and legal duties dictate, and explain, this adoption of guile- 
ful Odyssean rhetoric as the proper mode of public philosophic com- 
munication? A partial answer is suggested by Socrates’ famous 
knowledge of his ignorance. The Xenophontic Socrates found himself 
led to a severe doubt of the grounds for central features of all conven- 
tionally respectable notions of nobility, justice, the common good, and 
piety, or the nature of the gods. But such knowledge as he believed he 
did have, of the true nature of the divine and of the true common good 
and truly just and noble for human beings, was not of such a character 
as to allow him to suppose that he could offer an alternative, or sub- 
stitute, grounding for civic morality and piety. Socrates was therefore 
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obliged to proceed in a way that would not undermine conventional 
piety and morality, even or especially when he sought to make some 
occasional contributions, in some individual cases, to improving or at 
least making less problematic that piety and morality. Xenophon him- 
self, as a writer and to that extent a more public communicator than his 
teacher, was a fortiori required to present the Socratic teaching on no- 
bility, justice, and piety in a responsible, Odyssean, or allusive man- 
ner—in a manner that always conciliated the most decent religious and 
moral prejudices generally held among human beings. . 

As Marchant observes in the passage previously quoted, Xenophon’s 
Socrates “of course insisted on obedience to the laws”; but the question, 
as Marchant insists, remains: What understanding of justice underlies 
or entails this practical teaching and conclusion? When Xenophon pre- 
sents Hippias complaining that in fact Socrates never offers in public 
his own account of what justice is, Xenophon has Socrates reply: “If 
not in word, then in deed I display my opinion of justice” (Mem. 4.4.9— 
10). This statement, especially when taken in context, has the artful ef- 
fect of hiding while revealing the fact that deeds by themselves cannot 
possibly indicate their principled basis. Besides, Socrates’ deeds cannot 
help but provoke wonder. Everyone can see that Socrates obeyed the 
laws and taught others to respect and obey the laws; but everyone can 
also see that Socrates lived a life that, however lawful, was highly un- 
orthodox. Everyone can easily become aware that the Xenophontic 
Socrates did not live the life of a respectable gentleman in the ordinary 
sense. But what principled conception of life and of the noble and the 
just and the pious underlies this puzzling combination of conformity 
and nonconformity? 


3. The Socratic and the Orthodox Attitude 
toward Property 


By making the proper posture toward material wealth a principal 
theme of the Oeconomicus, Xenophon alerts us to the need to begin our 
reflections from this point. What then emerges from the dialogue as to 
the difference between the philosopher Socrates and the “perfect gen- 
tleman” Ischomachus in this crucial respect? . | 

The perfect gentleman Ischomachus is very seriously devoted to 
maintaining and enlarging a prosperous farm. From the farm income 
he secures not only economic independence for himself and his family, 
but also the “leisure” and wherewithal to become an accomplished 
member of the civil cavalry; in addition, the farm is large enough to 
provide Ischomachus the surplus that allows him to bestow generous 
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and magnificent gifts that relieve his fellow citizens and beautifully 
adorn the city as a whole, including the city’s gods. Ischomachus says he 
takes pleasure in this exercise of the moral virtues of public-spirited 
courage, justice, prudence, generosity, and magnificence, despite the 
fact that, as we have already noted, he is exposed to slanderous pros- 
ecutions as a result, despite the fact that he is regularly called upon to 
make greater financial contributions to the city than he would wish, or 
believes himself able to afford, and despite the fact that he has very 
little if any true leisure from his busy preoccupation with managing 
the farm, engaging in civic affairs, and practicing horsemanship (Oec. 
7.1-3; and 11 entire). 

Socrates, by contrast, depends on the generosity of others for sup- 
port and thereby lives a life of freedom from business. His practice of 
justice and generosity, as exemplified in the action of the Oeconomicus, 
consists in giving private advice to some fellow citizens and in sharing 
his quest for understanding himself and the human situation with a 
few close friends, especially among the young who long for nobility. In 
other words, Socrates’ lengthy conversation with a man who is the per- 
fect gentleman in the eyes of the city, on the day Socrates began his 
enquiry into the virtue he knew he lacked, did not lead to his being 
convinced to embrace that virtue or that gentlemanliness.° 

This indeed is the basis of the subtle comedy that runs throughout 
the Oeconomicus. The ostensible purpose of the dialogue is to convince 
the ne’er-do-well son of Crito to become serious about household man- 
agement, and above all the management of his own farm. The report 
of the conversation with Ischomachus is supposed to illustrate the es- 
sential superiority and attractiveness of the life of the gentleman 
farmer. The unobtrusive but risible difficulty is, Socrates has himself 
never for one moment followed the model he so vividly portrays and 
claims enthusiastically to endorse (see esp. Oec. 2). Even the somewhat 
ponderous Ischomachus realized, Socrates reports, that Socrates was 
“joking” when Socrates told him that he was intending to imitate, 


*In particular, we find little sign that the Xenophontic Socrates ever had much to do 
with military affairs. Given the erroneous notion abroad among scholars that Xeno- 
phon’s writings reveal him to have been attracted to Socrates mainly because of the lat- 
ter’s military prowess, it is worth stressing, as does Strauss (above, note 6), p. 88, that “all 
we know of Socrates as a soldier from the primary sources we know through Plato and in 
no way through Xenophon. . .. Xenophon speaks only once of Socrates’ noble conduct 
as a soldier; he says that Socrates showed his justice (not his manliness) ‘both in civil life 
and on campaigns’ [Mem. 4.4.1—4]; but while he adduces four instances of his Justice as 
shown in civil life, he does not adduce a single instance of his Justice as shown in war.” 
Strauss is criticizing J. Burnet, Greek Philosophy (London, 1928), Pp. 137 N. 2; see also Bur- 
net, Plato's Phaedo (Oxford, 1911), pp. xvii—xviii, and, as a chief example of the continu- 
ing power of this notion of the basis for Xenophon’s attraction to Socrates, Guthrie 
(above, note 5), p. 15. 
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within his economic means, and insofar as he could understand, the 
life of the perfect gentleman, after having learned what the gentleman 
does (Oec. 7). Socrates’ failure to make good on his prospective imita- 
tion of the kaloskagathos cannot be explained, then, by the fact that 
Socrates was never granted the opportunity to own a farm; in the one 
place where Socrates suggests some such excuse (Oec. 2.12—1 3), he is 
manifestly trying to avoid having to take responsibility for Critoboulus 
finances, and in the immediately preceding context he makes it per- 
fectly clear that he regards himself as “sufficiently wealthy” precisely 
insofar as he does not own or have to manage much property and does 
not have to worry about great sacrifices to the gods, magnificent hos- 
pitality, and magnificent adornment of his city (Oec. 2.2—8). 

Still, in his report of his conversation with Ischomachus Socrates 


presents himself as being so deferential and docile that one might, on 


a superficial reading at least, wonder whether Socrates’ failure to fol- 
low the authority of the perfect gentleman is not due to an awareness 
of his own ignorance in some important regard: could Socrates not be 
in the position of being unable to decide whether or not Ischomachus 
virtue is true virtue? Could it not be that Socrates suspects that the per- 
fect gentleman’s life and virtue depend on some sort of “divine dispen- 
sation” that Socrates senses he lacks and does not even understand well 
(cf. the end of Plato’s Meno)? After all, the Oeconomicus ends with Soc- 
rates’ report of a beautiful oration of the perfect gentleman, in which 
that gentleman declared that ruling over willing subordinates, which is 
the supreme component of household management as well as of poli- 
tics, and which is therefore the peak of the gentleman’s business and 
life, is “not altogether a human matter, but divine”: that “it is given to 
those who are truly initiated into the holy mysteries of moderation 
(Oec. 21.12). 

It is Socrates’ public and private speech as reported by Hermogenes 
in the Apology of Socrates to the Jury, and in a softened version in the 
Memorabilia (4.8), that rules out any such possibility that Socrates re- 
mained uncertain of the relative rank of his life and the life of a pur- 
portedly perfect gentleman such as Ischomachus. Through the eyes 
and ears and report of Hermogenes, Xenophon allows his readers to 
discern a key feature of Socrates’ self-understanding that Xenophon 
otherwise keeps partially hidden: Socrates’ extraordinary self-esteem, 
which manifests itself, in the report of Hermogenes, as something akin 
to pride or greatness of soul. Among other things, Socrates is reported 
to have told Hermogenes in private: 


I would refuse to concede that any human being has lived a better life 
than I have up until this point; for to me belongs what is the most pleasant 
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thing, the knowledge that I have lived my whole life piously and justly. 
As a result, I strongly admire myself, and I have discovered that those 
who regularly consort with me have the same understanding of my life. 


(Ap. 5—6) 


Reporting the same conversation in the Memorabilia (4.8.7), Xenophon 
has Socrates telling Hermogenes that his favorable opinion of himself 
arose in part from his “studying himself in comparison with the rest of 
humanity”: a key example, perhaps the key example, is the comparative 
study whose confirmation Socrates showed to Xenophon by narrating 
the dialogue with the paradigmatic gentleman Ischomachus. 

We see then that Xenophon presents Socrates as saying he devoted 
his entire life to thinking about his defense in a context—the conver- 
sation near the end of his life with Hermogenes—in which Socrates 
makes it abundantly clear that the defense is not simply a rebuttal of 
charges of injustice. The defense is rather a vindication of the Socratic 
way of life as the best, the most just, and the most pious life of any hu- 
man life of which Socrates had knowledge. 

Once the full dimension of Socrates’ self-defense becomes apparent, 
we are compelled to look back to see exactly what decisive flaws in the 
life of the man reputed to be a perfect gentleman were uncovered in 
the conversation Socrates retold or invented in the Oeconomicus. The 
guiding clue is to be found by reflection on what we have seen to be the 
greatest difference between the life and excellence of the reputed gen- 
tleman and that of the philosopher Socrates. The reputed gentleman 
devotes most of his private waking life to working his farm so that he 
may remain independently wealthy and therefore capable of just and 
magnificent acts of public service and generosity to gods and men. His 
life culminates in what Socrates characterizes as “noble” deeds: deeds 
of justice or of contribution to the common good of his city and his 
friends (Oec. 11.g—10). But does Ischomachus have a clear conception 
of what this—or any—“common good” consists in? Has he given ade- 
quate thought to the relation between his own good, the good of his 
own soul, and the good of others, human beings and gods, which he 
nobly devotes so much of his time and energy to serving or preparing 
to serve? Does he have a clear and convincing conception of the rela- 
tion between the individual and the community, at the various levels 
and dimensions of “community”? 


4. The Understanding of the Noble, the Just, and the 
Common Good 


These fundamental questions about the moral foundation of the 
conventionally respectable gentleman, and of the “commonsense” 
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moral world that honors and looks to such a gentleman as a model, 
emerge indirectly but emphatically by way of the first major topic 
on which Ischomachus enlightens Socrates. At Socrates’ urging, 
Ischomachus relates to Socrates the moral education that his young 
and almost completely innocent or untutored wife received from him. 
At the core of that moral education was an education as to the nature 
of the common good that unites husband and wife in one home or 
household community. In presenting to the young Xenophon and 
other young friends a perfect gentleman’s account of how he taught his 
nearest and dearest the nature of the marital bond, Xenophon’s 
Socrates may be said to be shown inviting his young students to ref lect 
on a mature moral man’s understanding of the most basic, intimate, 
and undeniable form of human community. 

Ischomachus, as a prudent gentleman, does not pretend to be alto- 
gether confident of the unassisted persuasive or educative strength of 
his teaching on his and his wife’s unquestionably noble duties: he was 
careful (he passionately affirms with an oath by Zeus) to sacrifice some- 
thing of value to the gods and to pray for divine help before commenc- 
ing the moral education of his young wife. More precisely (and Soc- 
rates’ report is very precise in this respect), the pious gentleman says he 
sought the gods’ help to insure that his teaching, and his wife’s learn- 
ing, might be of that which was best (and not merely noblest) for both 
of them. In addition, Socrates’ question draws out, the pious gentle- 
man saw to it that his young wife not only shared in both the sacrifice 
and the prayers but, what is more, that she solemnly promised before 
the gods that she would become the sort of person she ought to be- 
come; this most solemn promise of course preceded any learning, any 
hearing of the arguments explaining and justifying, what she ought to 
become (Oec. 7.7—8). The perfect gentleman’s moral principles and 
moral teaching are decisively dependent on piety centered on the be- 
lief in a divinity that supports noble duty by making its performance 
ultimately in the interest of the nobly dutiful—at least when the divin- 
ity has been invoked in the proper way, especially through sacrifices, 
honors, and oaths. 

Of course, duty would cease to be duty, it would cease to be noble, it 
would cease to move us as it does, it would cease to be deserving of our 
and of the gods’ recompense and honor, if it were immediately pleasant 
or good; or if it were in itself our natural fulf illment and happiness, or 
the clear means and direct path to our happiness and natural fulfill- 
ment. Hence noble and lawful community requires solemn promises, 
whose solemnity reminds us that their fulfillment, at the noblest—that 


10As Strauss (above, note 6), p. 132, says, “On no other occasion does Socrates in the 
Oeconomicus express his eagerness to learn in such strong terms. 
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is, the toughest—moments, will not be easy or pleasant or wholly ful- 
filling. Yet the promises are before gods who sanction the promises and 
who thus make it in the interest of the promiser to keep the promises. 
As Ischomachus taught his wife, there is a close-to-perfect congruence 
between the good and the noble, or between divinely ordered nature 
and lawfully praised nobility. 

But the congruence cannot be perfect, or else the noble would dis- 
appear into the good and prudential; the distinctiveness of the noble 
would evaporate. So the congruence or correlation between the noble 
and the good or beneficial must be imperfect; surely it must be rather 
imperfectly evident. This appears most simply in the fact that the no- 
ble, the just, and the lawful are—as Ischomachus stresses—praisewor- 
thy. Praise is accorded not to those who are enjoying or are about to 
receive benefits and pleasures (such we congratulate, we do not praise) 
but rather to those who are forgoing them or giving them to others. 
Hence the praiseworthy is also the deserving: the deserving of some- 
thing beyond the praiseworthy itself—the deserving, at the least, of the 
reward of praise. As the deserving, the praiseworthy points strongly 
beyond itself, to a redemptive good or consoling fulfillment bestowed 
by the gods, whose limits—and hence whose hope-inducing powers— 
are not easy to define. The noble and just must somehow lead to the 
good, and it is the divinity that guarantees this—for otherwise, what 
would constitute the moral relevance of the divinity? What would make 
the divinity serious (6tovdatoc), or the object of reverence, as opposed 
to mere dread? But this divine guarantee of the goodness of the noble 
and the just, this divine sanction that makes congruent and correlative 
the noble and the beneficial, has to be manifest if the guarantee is not 
to be merely a hope or a wish.!! 

Ischomachus reveals in several ways his awareness of the uneasy and 
perplexing fit between the noble or just, on the one hand, and the 
good, on the other hand, or between law, even the highest unwritten 
law, and nature, even divine nature. He does not ascribe the law, the 


''Compare Oeconomicus 9.13—17 with the rich ambiguity of Aristotle Rhetorica 9.3—-17: 
“The noble then is that which being choiceworthy for its own sake would be praisewor- 
thy; or that which being good would be pleasant. If this is the noble, virtue is necessarily 
noble: for, being good, it is praiseworthy. And virtue is a capacity, as it is opined, of pro- 
curing and guarding good things, and a capacity of doing many and great goods, and all 


goods concerning all things. . . . But the greatest virtues are necessarily those that are the 
most useful for others. This is why they especially praise the just and the courageous 
men: for the one in war, and the other in peace, is useful to others. ... And as many 


things as have for their reward honor are noble. And as many things as have honor 
rather than money. And as many of the choiceworthy things as someone does not do for 
himself. And the things that are good simply, as many as one does for the fatherland 
while neglecting oneself. And the things that are by nature good, and not good for one- 
self—for those are done for one’s own sake.” 
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unwritten and universal moral law of ladies and gentlemen—the law 
that forbids adultery or the violation of marriage vows, for instance— 
to the divine or to nature. When his wife asks him what things she can 
do to help the household, Ischomachus replies: “By Zeus! The things 
that the gods made you by nature capable of and that the law in addi- 
tion praises” (Oed. 7.16). A little later, after summarizing the wonderful 
if somewhat obscure way divine nature has divided the labor appropri- 
ate to male and female so as to make them complementary in the 
household, he makes more specific why or with a view to what the law 
praises, whereas god or nature simply directs: “The law in addition 
praises these things, yoking together man and woman. And just as the 
god made them partners in offspring, so also the law establishes them 
as partners in the household. And the law shows to be noble those 
things that the god makes each by nature more capable of (Oec. 7.30). 
In other words: by nature the two sexes procreate, and for this they are 
not praised for being noble; by law they are yoked in marriage and re- 
strict their procreation to the lawful spouse, and for this they are of 
course praised for acting nobly; for the law does not receive unambig- 
uous support from the god: “If someone goes against what the god 
made natural, perhaps, in causing some disorder, he does not escape 
the notice of the gods and pays a penalty” (Oec. 7-31). Moreover, 
Ischomachus interrupts his narrative of his teaching of his wife the na- 
ture of order to tell Socrates about a visit he once made to a large non- 
Hellenic ship: there, the pious gentleman says, he saw an amazing 
example of order and learned from the barbarian boatswain why hu- 
man sailors are so meticulous, so nobly meticulous, in their concern 


for order: 


There is no time, when the god raises a storm at sea, to look for what is 
needed or to give something that is awkwardly stowed. For the god threat- 
ens and punishes those who are slack. It is wonderful if he just doesn't 
destroy those who have done nothing wrong; but if in addition he saves 
those who serve him very nobly, much gratitude is due to the gods. (8.16) 


Ischomachus prudently refrained from including an account of his 
instructive visit to the barbarian ship in the long discourse on the na- 
ture of order that he delivered to his wife. What Xenophon or his 
Socrates prompts us to ponder here is not simply or even principally 
the difficulty of perceiving divine providence in the world; we are 
prompted to ponder, because we witness in the drama, the precise 
character and source of the moral gentleman’s suppressed awareness 
of, and wrestling with, the troubling relation between the good, the no- 
ble, and the pious. From this we begin to share in the Socratic under- 
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standing of gentlemanliness and its conception of the noble, the good, 
and the pious. 

Ischomachus’ report of his conversation with the foreign boatswain 
shows that he is aware that the empirical evidence for the divinity re- 
quired by his principles and his teaching is not in itself conclusive (see 
also Oec. 5.7, 12—16; 17.4). He is or could be made aware, we may sur- 
mise, that the most powerful testimony to the existence of this divinity 
is the experience of his own soul, centered on his moral experience. It 
is then essential that the moral experience and its attendant hopes be 
made intelligible; and this is what we see Ischomachus struggling to do 
as he reports to Socrates his attempts to teach that moral experience or 
its principles to his nearest and dearest partner in community. 

Teaching requires learning, and learning requires thought or ques- 
tioning. This is especially true of dialectical (conversational) learning, 
which can sometimes resemble a contest. In the case of the perfect gen- 
tleman and his young wife, of course, the two conversational partners 
seem so unevenly matched that we might expect little in the way of a 
contest. Yet Socrates says he will enjoy hearing of Ischomachus’ edu- 
cation of his wife more than he would enjoy hearing of the noblest 
wrestling match or horse race. 

Ischomachus’ young wife is prompted to raise her most telling ques- 
tions when Ischomachus introduces the analogy of the beehive as an 
appropriate analogy for the human community, or for the aspiration to 
community he believes in and seeks to teach. Ischomachus of course 
does not mean that human beings are communal in the way bees are: 
humans are rational, and their community depends therefore on 
choices and deliberations made by each of the free members. Young 
bees do not require speeches and conversations on the moral principles 
that ought to guide their deliberation and choice in order to become 
good.members of their natural community. Young humans do; the 
highest such governing principle of deliberation and choice within the 
human community is the good, the common good. But community re- 
quires leadership or hierarchy, as the analogy with the beehive limns: 
how exactly is the question of ultimate authority settled in the human 
hive? When Ischomachus suggests that his young wife should regard 
herself as equivalent to the “leader of the hive,” she understandably ex- 
presses some perplexity, and that perplexity understandably grows as 
Ischomachus rather unsuccessfully attempts to explain the hierarchy 
within the household, a hierarchy that culminates in the wife who is 
animated by the “gentlemanly” desire to be cherished and honored 
more than her husband by all the members of the household, and who 
therefore does a greater share of the generous deeds and winds up 
turning her husband into her servant (Oec. 7.17, 32—end), “for,” as 
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Ischomachus says he said in concluding this first and most important 
part of his moral teaching, “the gentlemanly things [ta kala te kagatha: 
literally, “the noble and the good things”] increase for human beings 
not through youthful bloom but rather through the exercise of the vir- 
tues in life.”'* In a subsequent didactic conversation with his wife (Oec. 
9.16ff.), Ischomachus reports, he told her that she had no just right to 
complain if he imposed on her more duties than he did on the servants 
with regard to the household property, since, as he went on to dem- 
onstrate” to her, the “master” receives by far the greatest benefit from 
his property. Ea l 
Socrates at this point voices acute curiosity as to how the young wife 
reacted to this part of the teaching. Ischomachus rather proudly re- 
ports that his wife informed him that he did not know her, inasmuch as 
he supposed that she regarded it as a burden to care for the property, 
since just as it seems to be according to nature more pleasant for a sen- 
sible woman to care for her own offspring rather than to neglect them, 
so with regard to the property that is pleasing because it is her own it 
is more pleasant for a sensible woman to care for her own than to ne- 
glect it. In response, Socrates declares, with an oath by that docile di- 
vine wife Hera: “Ischomachus, you display the manliness of your wife’s 


understanding!” 


5. Is Socratic Virtue Teachable? 


Socrates’ very strong interest in learning how a gentleman teaches 
his wife the principles of life cannot help but make us think of the con- 
trast between the gentleman’s relation to his discretely nameless wife 
and Socrates’ relation to the notoriously tempestuous Xanthippe—a 
relation made famous above all through the pages of Xenophon. In the 
Symposium, the deep impression a talented dancing girl makes on Soc- 
rates induces him to remark that “the nature of woman happens to 
be in nothing inferior to that of man, except in judgment and strength, 
and so if any of you has a wife, let him take heart and teach her what- 
ever he wishes her to know in order to make use of her” (2.9).'* Upon 
saying this, Socrates is challenged by Antisthenes to explain why he has 
not educated Xanthippe, who is “the most difficult of women in the 
present, and I believe the past and future times” (2.10). Socrates replies 


\2This crucial asseveration leaves unclear the precise relation between ee 
the gentlemanly things; compare the penultimate sentences of the Memorabilia, where 
Xenophon distinguishes Gpety and kahokayad ia. See also above, note i 1. ee 

'3Francois Ollier, Xenophon: Banquet, Apologie de Socrate, 2d and pee ( aris, 1972), 
p- 44, comments ad loc.: “en imitant l'Ischomaque de l'Economque —X. 
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by first drawing an analogy to those who wish to become skilled horse- 
men and therefore seek out the most spirited (@upoetdSets) horses; he 
then explains that he views his relations with Xanthippe as a kind of 
test case for his relations with mankind in general. A few moments 
later, Socrates remarks to general laughter that he is in the habit of 
dancing alone, in a room with seven empty couches. As Leo Strauss re- 
marks in concluding his study of Ischomachus’ education of his wife, 
“If Socrates failed to educate Xanthippe, he was superior to Ischoma- 
chus by having no delusions in this regard or by being aware of his ig- 
norance of the art of managing one’s wife.” '* 

Ischomachus, as the mature Socrates presents him in narrating that 
long-ago conversation with the younger Socrates, was not deeply trou- 
bled by the problems or contradictions in his moral teaching, problems 
of which he was somehow aware; indeed, he was wonderfully confident 
that his wife and he would live together in fidelity, harmony, and pros- 
perity (Oec. 10.13). Yet that he could have been made much more trou- 
bled seems suggested by the remark with which he begins his response 
to Socrates’ request that he cease describing his education of his wife 
and start describing his own deeds as a gentleman: Ischomachus says 
that it will greatly please him to do so because Socrates may “correct” 
him if he seems to Socrates to be doing anything that is not noble (Oec. 
11.2). The perfect gentleman, as a “serious” man (spoudazios), or like any 
serious human being, recognizes the power of the distinction between 
what seems to be right or noble and what truly is right or noble; he 
knows it is his duty to discover and do the latter; he recognizes the com- 
pelling power of the truth, or of the knowledge that one lacks the 
truth. 

But Socrates’ purpose in narrating the conversation with the perfect 
gentleman is not to show Xenophon and his other young students how 
he engaged in the quixotic project of upsetting and correcting repu- 
table gentleman. His purpose is rather to show his young interlocutors 
how and that he could have upset and begun to correct such gentlemen, 
and thereby to demonstrate why or in what sense he did not accept the 
standard set by such gentlemanliness, and insisted on a higher, because 
truer, standard. That standard is stated in the Memorabilia, although 
the full import of the statement is barely visible unless and until we 
have come back to it and considered it in light of the dramatic encoun- 
ter narrated in the Oeconomicus: 


He for his part always carried on dialogues about the human things, en- 
quiring what is pious, what is impious, what is noble, what is base, what is 


'4Strauss (above, note 6), p. 158; cf. L. Strauss, Xenophon’s Socrates (Ithaca, N.Y., 1972), 
PP- 145-48. 
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just, what is unjust, what is moderation, what is madness, what is courage, 
what is cowardice, what is a city, what is a statesman, what is rule of hu- 
man beings, what is a man skilled in ruling human beings, and about the 
other matters: with regard to which he considered those who were know- 
ers to be gentlemen [kalouskagathous], and those who were ignorant to be 
justly called slaves. (Mem. 1.1.16) 


According to Socrates, virtue depends on knowledge, or the knowl- 
edgeable quest for knowledge, of the human things (piety, nobility, jus- 
tice, moderation, courage, the'city, the statesman, etc.); and vice is the 
product of the corresponding ignorance, or ignorance of ignorance. 
Though Socrates could state, he could not easily teach this standard to 
a man like Ischomachus. To see why, it helps to observe how Socrates 
does go about trying to teach it to Euthydemus, the youth of excep- 
tional beauty and very modest promise whom Xenophon introduces us 
to as the comic example of the young men longing for the noble art of 
rule on whom Socrates exercised his protreptic. What Socrates says 
and does to Euthydemus in book 4 of the Memorabilia is obviously not 
the sort of thing he could get away with saying and doing to the serious, 
mature pillars of the community. Especially noteworthy, as a confirma- 
tion of what we have observed about the key problem revealed in 
Ischomachus’ view of life, is Socrates’ proof to Euthydemus that the 
youth does not know what justice is, because he does not know the re- 
lation between the commonsense principles of justice and what is good. 
Socrates follows this up by introducing his own standard of gentleman- 
liness (which we quoted a moment ago), and the conception of freedom 
implied in this standard. Then there is this exchange: 


Tell me, Euthydemus, have you ever been to Delphi? 
Twice, by Zeus! 


Then did you notice inscribed somewhere on the temple the “Know thy- 
self”? 


I did. 


Was the inscription then of no concern to you, or did you attend to it and 
try to examine yourself, to see who you might be? 


By Zeus, I didn’t! For I thought I certainly knew this, at least; because I 
could hardly know anything else if I didn’t know myself! (Mem. 4.2.24) 


Indeed: the last phrase contains the wisest words Euthydemus is ever 
heard to utter. The discovery of the knowledge of one’s own ignorance 
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is the foundation for the construction of a true inner strength, self- 
admiration, and capacity for wise and overf lowing benevolence; but 
initially, the discovery, if it is a real discovery and not a mere mouthing, 
is humiliating, perhaps frightening, and even paralyzing. To bear it re- 
quires a resilience and a grace that are rare even in youth. 

By confining his serious teaching to carefully selected young people, 
Socrates did not avoid one major source of trouble. A gentleman like 
Ischomachus, or, as is more likely, inferior to Ischomachus in reason- 
ableness, may well father a son like Euthydemus, or superior to Euthyd- 
emus. The effect of the successful Socratic awakening of such a youth 
was that “he understood that there was no way he would become a 
worthwhile man except by spending as much time as possible with 
Socrates; he stayed with Socrates as much as possible; and in some re- 
spects he imitated his practices” (Mem. 4.2.40). How will a gentleman 


take to the fact that Socrates has made his son admire Socrates more © 


than his own father? In the Cyropaedia (3-1.38—39), Xenophon tells of 
such a father, and of how he killed “Socrates.” 

Yet Xenophon’s Symposium shows, with exquisite grace, how urbanely 
Socrates could accommodate himself, and even a certain playful mea- 
sure of his philosophizing, to the company of a reputable gentleman in 
his playful hours. In the Symposium we see Socrates drinking and laugh- 
ing with Lycon and his beautiful son Autolycus. Particularly illuminat- 
ing is an exchange that takes place at the beginning of the evening’s 
discussion and drinking, just prior to the remarks about educating 
wives that we have discussed above. With the dinner concluded, the 
host Callias proposes the introduction of perfumes; but Socrates pro- 
tests at such an unmanly pleasure: real men enjoy smelling of the olive 
oil used in the gymnasium. He adds the observation that it takes many 
years of toiling at the tasks of a free man to acquire the peculiarly sweet 
smell of the truly free man’s sweat. At this, the phlegmatic gentleman 
Lycon perks up: 


All well and good for the younger fellows, but what are we who are too old 
for the gymnasia to smell of? 


Gentlemanliness, by Zeus! 
And where does one procure this anointment? 


Theognis says: “You will learn nobility from noble men; but if you mix 
with bad, you will destroy your intelligence [nous].” 


Say, are you listening to this, Son? 
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He certainly is, by Zeus! And he puts it into practice. . . - He will enquire 
together with you, who it is that seems to him most sufficient in this way 
of life, and he will have intercourse with him. 


At this many people spoke up, Xenophon reports. One asked: 
“Where will he find a teacher of this?” Another said that it wasn’t 
teachable. Another, that if anything ought to be learned, this should 
be. Socrates then said: “Since this is a debatable question, let’s post- 
pone it to another occasion” (Symp. 2.4—7). 

An impressive performance on Socrates’ part. All the more impres- 
sive is the fact that, in later years, Lycon joined Meletus and Anytus as 
one of the three chief accusers of Socrates. The Xenophontic Socrates’ 
inability to educate Xanthippe is the comic mirror of his inability to 
avoid eventually antagonizing a gentleman like Lycon. 


6. Cyrus as the Alternative to Socrates 


Once we begin to understand how very limited the Socratic capacity 
to reform republican life is, we are led back with renewed interest to 
Cyrus, the rival moral axis within the Xenophontic corpus. The por- 
trait of Cyrus in the Cyropaedia is the portrait of the statesman and 
founder at his peak. According to Xenophon, the statesman-founder 
properly understood must be seen to be animated not only by intense 
spiritedness and love of glory but above all by philanthropic love. Cyrus 
is consumed by the passionate desire to be the benefactor or source of 
good for all mankind; at the same time he seeks to win, in return, the 
affection of all mankind. a 

In order to bring to light all that is implied in this amazing impulse 
when it animates a man of superior moral and intellectual capacity, Xe- 
nophon presents such a man as he emerges from and transforms the 
best possible republican regime. Cyrus was born and remains the le- 
gitimate heir to the throne of Old Persia, a limited monarchy of the 
Spartan type and a regime dedicated to virtue and education in virtue. 
The best regime, so conceived, is dominated by men similar to, though 
not identical with, Ischomachus. (The leading lights of the best repub- 
lic do not live the same life as Ischomachus because, instead of dwelling 
as somewhat embattled gentlemen in a relatively permissive democ- 
racy, they dwell in a city where they constitute the ruling class; many 
important secondary features of their lives and characters are accord- 
ingly affected.) . . 

Cyrus’ distinctive nature is allowed to discover itself because he 
spends the crucial formative years of his adolescence away from Persia, 
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in the opulent court of the Median despot who is his mother’s father. 
There he learns more than the arts of hunting and war; he experiences 
the neediness of human beings and becomes aware of his own Capacity 
for satisfying or alleviating that neediness. He experiences in rich mea- 
sure the joy of making others feel and express uncoerced and sponta- 
neous gratitude (see especially Cyr. 1.4.1-4, 12—14, 26). 

Young Cyrus returns to Old Persia and easily fits once again into the 
manly regime, but at the cost of submerging, to a considerable extent, 
those longings that truly set him apart (Cyr. 1.5.1); for Old Persia is not 
very hospitable to @uavOpwxta. Just as for Plato and Aristotle, so for 
Xenophon the best regime is an intensely fraternal, closed, and even 
isolationist polis: most duties end at the borders (Cyr. 1.6.28; cf. Pl. Rep. 
423a; Arist. Pol. 1325b15~31). The best regime’s disdain for commerce 
and acquisitiveness insures its poverty and necessarily entails the con- 
sequences that the vast majority of the inhabitants are in fact unable to 
participate in the civic education and full political life: the best regime 
is a noncommercial oligarchic class society (Cyr. 1.2.15; 8.3.37; cf. PI. 
Leg. 846d—850c; Arist. Pol. 1330a24—33). Last but not least, the civic 
virtue cultivated by Xenophon’s best regime is almost as austere as that 
cultivated by Plato’s Republic: dedication to such virtue entails the sup- 
pression or severe restriction of most of the spontaneous outpourings 
of human emotion, even among fellow members of the elite. This vir- 
tue demands, moreover, that citizens conform to communal mores; it 
does not allow individuals to diversify according to their unequal ge- 
niuses. The revealing keynote of the education in virtue is struck by 
Xenophon’s description of the law on education to justice and to grat- 
itude (understood as a subdivision of justice). The boys learn Justice, 
Xenophon explains, by indicting and convicting one another on many 
charges but especially on that charge for which “humans hate one an- 
other the most but indict one another the least, ingratitude; and 
whomever they know to be capable of returning a favor but not doing 
so, they punish severely” (Cyr. 1.2.7). Old Persian moral education thus 
guarantees that almost everyone practices “gratitude,” and almost no 
one ever experiences gratitude. 

Cyrus begins the “liberation” of himself and his fellow Persians by 
seizing the opportunity offered by a foreign war. With astounding ease 
his oratory convinces the Persian elite who are to staff the expedition- 
ary force that in practicing virtue for its own sake they and their fore- 
fathers have failed to understand or act upon virtue’s power to procure 
prosperity, happiness, and honor (Cyr. 1.5.8). Cyrus subsequently 
hoodwinks the same elite into allowing him to transform the army by 
opening up equality of opportunity for all—rich and poor, non- 
Persians as well as Persians. He proceeds to use the new meritocratic 
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military machine to liberate the whole of Asia, to bring it under effi- 
cient administration, and to achieve prosperity, lawful order, and peace 
for the vast, ethnically heterogeneous masses he rules. . 
The story Xenophon weaves of Cyrus’ magnificent adventure in 
founding his empire is exhilarating and enchanting, not least because 
of the remarkable personal qualities of Cyrus himself: his guileful but 
benevolent charm, his versatile intelligence and capacity to listen and 
learn, his penetrating and manipulative knowledge of men, his con- 
summate trickiness, his manly but graceful self-control, his capacity for 
decisiveness and, when necessary, ruthless action. Cyrus uplifts the 
downtrodden, avenges the outraged, sweeps aside the incompetent 
and venal, reconciles age-old enemies, forgives his contrite antago- 
nists, and distributes rewards of honor and wealth with an astute and 
godlike hand. 7 l l 

So skillfully does Xenophon make us participants in the enthusiasm 
of empire building that we naturally react with surprise and even shock 
to the searing criticism of Cyrus’ legacy with which Xenophon con- 
cludes the book. But when, prompted by the rude awakening, we re- 
turn to a more careful and thoughtful review of the Cyropaedia, we are 
in a position to appreciate the spiritual hollowness that is at the core of 
Cyrus’ project from its inception. That hollowness becomes fully evi- 
dent as the great project reaches its culmination in the final chapter of 
book 7. Cyrus and his minion Chrysantas proclaim the continued and 
indeed increased importance of Persian virtue; but the virtue that the 
new Persians practice is a grotesque counterfeit of the old Persian vir- 
tue. Even at its best, the new Persian virtue substitutes courtiership for 
citizenship. More generally, in the place of obedience to law, and the 
mature self-discipline and brotherhood of independently wealthy citi- 
zens equal under the law, is substituted a childlike dependence ona dis- 
tant, paternalistic despot whose authority rests on lavish gift giving 
combined with the abolition of property rights, and on the institution 
of a ubiquitous secret police, bewitching religious rites, an enormous 
praetorian guard, a personal bodyguard of eunuchs, and a bureau- 
cratic administration fueled by anxious and endless competition for fa- 
vor among all subordinates. . 

But worst of all is the fate of Cyrus himself in the order he has es- 
tablished. This man who in his youth had a heart so generous, a mind 
so keen, and a spiritedness so invincible spends his mature years as a 
public figure parading before the masses In effeminate o 
engaged in contemptible theatrics, while in private he schemes to keep 
his “friends” insecure and antagonistic toward one another. He marries 
a grim woman who provides him with sons he cannot trust, and typi- 
cally takes his evening meal in an empty palace alone or in the com- 
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pany of a sycophantic eunuch. He does occasional i 
banquet, one notable example of which Xenophon E ae : 
(Cyr. 8.4). The banquet of Cyrus obviously bears comparison with the 
banquet described in the Symposium, to which Callias invited his Ath j 
nian fellow gentlemen, including Socrates. Seen in the light of that ee 
trast, Cyrus’ “big night” is leaden, not to say chilling. as 
Cyrus, as one of his closest companions remarks at the banquet, is “a 
cold king.” In expending his life on cultivating his love for humanit 
Cyrus has had to extinguish or allow to wither any possibility of love for 
nates ara or even for himself. In order to make himself the 
urce of all other men’ 
een ee Cyrus has had to abandon or forget 
By sweeping us up into the dramatic promise o : 
the growth, the victory, the T ons the sap a NL 
der—and then compelling us to experience the emptiness of the 
outcome, Xenophon teaches an unforgettable lesson about the temp- 
tations of political life. He thus shows us the necessity of resignin ae 
selves to the limits of republican life. The exploration of olitical 
aa and apo in its fullest manifestation manane would 
em then to be a negative proof iori i 
a a e. the superiority of the alternative, 
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In the Memorabilia, Xenophon presents a Socrates who inspired his 
associates with a passionate desire to imitate him: “He made [his asso- 
ciates] desire virtue and gave them hope that if they took care for 
themselves, they would become gentlemen [kaħorkàyaðoí].' And 
though he never professed to be a teacher [of how to be kaloskagathos], 
he made his associates hope by imitating him to become so, since he 
was himself manifestly of this sort” (1.2.2-3).2 Among these admiring 
imitators of Socrates were Alcibiades, burning with political ambition; 
Aristippus, founder of the Cyrenaics and an apolitical hedonist; Aris- 
todemus, a quirky little agnostic; and Euthydemus, a talented, smug 
bibliophile. What was there about Socrates that attracted lovers of such 
diverse characters and ambitions? I will argue that Xenophon traces 
much of this admiring imitation to a single source: all these many ad- 
miring lovers are more or less imperfect imitators of Socrates’ self- 
sufficiency (avtdapketa). The Memorabilia ends with a detailed account 
of how Socrates “took care that his associates be self-sufficient in the 
actions appropriate to them” (4.7.1), and this care was possible be- 


1“Gentleman” and its derivatives are used throughout this paper simply as convenient 
one-word English versions of kaloskagathos and its derivatives. The disadvantages of the 
rather quaint and snobbish ring of “gentleman” are outweighed by the advantage of pre- 
serving consistency, since the nature of and criteria for kalokagathia (gentlemanliness) are 
central concerns of Xenophon, in the Socratic works and elsewhere. 

2Xenophon often mentions that Socrates influenced his associates by the example of 
his actions as well as by his speech; for examples, see Mem. 1.2.1'7-18, 1.3-1, and 1.5.6. 


[ 152 ] David K. O’Connor 


cause, as the peroration of the Memorabilia points out (4.8.11), Socrates 
was “so intelligent he never erred in judging the better and the worse 
but rather, without need of anyone else, was self-sufficient with regard 
to knowledge of these things.” Our first task, then, will be to under- 
stand better the nature of Socrates’ own self-sufficiency so that we can 
better appreciate his influence on so many different kinds of people. 
Why was Socrates attractive to his lovers? | 


But as we try to understand Xenophon’s emphasis on Socrates’ self- 
sufficiency, we will be forced to confront a second question: Why were 
these lovers attractive to Socrates? If Socrates was a paradigm of self- 
sufficiency, why was so much of his philosophical activity bound up 
with relationships to other people? Here one might focus on Socrates’ 
epistemological reasons for caring about other people, emphasizing 
the importance of dialectic and elenchus to his conception of philo- 
sophical understanding.” Xenophon shares to some extent this dialec- 
tical conception of Socrates’ “method”: for example, he characterizes 
Socrates less by a distinctive set of doctrines than by a distinctive set of 
questions (see Mem. 1.1.16). But he focuses on the special sort of erotic 
satisfaction that Socrates found in philosophizing with his friends, and 
we will follow him in trying to understand the connection between 
Socrates’ self-sufficiency and his erotic relationships. Socrates appears 
to be the first figure in the history of philosophy who makes such top- 


*This emphasis is characteristic of Gregory Vlastos’ discussions of Socrates’ interest in 
other people. His Socrates (drawn exclusively from Plato’s earlier dialogues) is strikingly 
unerotic, whether as lover or beloved. The “spiritualized egocentrism” of Vlastos’ 
Socrates requires that “in the last analysis Socrates has just one reason for moral conduct 
[including forming and maintaining friendships]: the perfection of his soul” (“The In- 
dividual as an Object of Love in Plato,” in Platonic Studies? [Princeton, 1981], p. 30 and 
n. go). Vlastos later grounded this egocentric view of Socrates’ relationships more firmly 
in epistemological considerations when he argued, against Grote and his own earlier 
view, that Socrates needs the elenchus not only to refute the errors of his interlocutors 
but to “find positive support for those strong doctrines of his on whose truth he based his 
life” (“The Socratic Elenchus,” OSAP 1 [1983]: 46). It comes as no surprise that on Vlas- 
tos’ final view, leaving aside any pious duties of general benevolence, “what Socrates 
wants is partners in elenctic argument” who can be “fellow-seekers after moral truth” 
(Socrates: Ironist and Moral Philosopher (Ithaca, N.Y., 1991], p- 177). One can see why Vlas- 
tos was tempted to think that the relationships of such a Socrates betrayed a “failure of 
love” (p. 44 n. 82): his only interest in his associates seems to come from the epistemo- 
logical gains he makes from them. Socratic eros, which Vlastos contrasted on this point 
to Platonic eros, means no more than that “physical beauty gives a special relish to 
[Socrates’] affectionate encounters with [his associates’] minds” (p. 41). Xenophon di- 
rectly contradicts this stark portrait of a Socrates for whom the erotic is a superficial rel- 
ish, overwhelmed in “the dynamics of his psyche ... [by] an incomparably mightier 
drive” (p. 40). This should, I believe, undermine the assumptions behind Vlastos’ exclu- 
sion of Plato’s Symposium and Phaedrus from the “Socratic” dialogues, that is, from the 
dialogues most relevant for reconstructing the historical Socrates. Plato’s Socrates is 
much closer to Xenophon’s than to Vlastos’, as long as we do not exclude arbitrarily ev- 
idence from the two great erotic dialogues. 
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ics central problems for reflection. Of course earlier A an an 
have had friends and disciples, and Plato even suggests tl ee 
menides and Zeno were lovers. But deciding how to ee a es na 
live with them was not, I think, a -o ee ene Ma ae 
for Socrates, his relations to his associates are not e) peutic 
to his understanding of what the philosophical life is. P sts S 
i i — i posium, 
these issues, especially in the three erotic dialogues ysis y e APE, 
and Phaedrus—are of course well known. But Xenop on’s i 
iti ive the issues even more prominence. Particularly in 
i a al er maintains a constant focus on the nature of 
’ relations to his associates. l 
sy a of Xenophon’s treatment of this i aE saree 
two guiding principles. The first concerns how dag oe et ate 
presenting his account is ae in as oe 1 i Pa i p ee 
ion of Socrates’ self-sufficiency 1s 1r 
ai his own interpretation of fees eee Seta 
i remely diverse collection of ınte : 
o a from his detractors. Perhaps a snes 
ceeds in this way, Xenophon is aan ee a Pe 
tinctive interpretation of his own, and wi ł a 
ical-minded to understand the “real” Socrates. The diversity 
eae present in his work also tempts sie a a E 
merely as a source for this or that other figure, as if his k eae peas 
with, say, Diogenes Laertius. I believe both these tende ass 
be resisted. I suggest that Xenophon presents a diversity o Lae P 7 
tations of Socrates to force us to triangulate, as it were, E 
mistaken or partial interpretations to the authentic ee 
Through reflection on the imperfect imitations of eaten. oe 
and the misplaced criticisms - his OR the reader app 
j 4 rates, as Xenophon saw him. l 
ate a guiding svnciple concerns the criterion of eine oo 
account of this “true” Socrates. One might be guided by the 1 e a 
to understand the “true” Socrates IS primarily to a = 
Socrates’ paradoxical and ironic speeches a single, - ate h y i 
underlies them. Gregory Vlastos’ attempt to, as he put i , “C E 
puzzle” of the historical Socrates by resolving a ue = 
nies” is a splendid example of an approach Jas ; : sian p a 
that Socrates had such an underlying theory. ut ile nee 
was Xenophon’s criterion : ase Ligeia heer 
. His indirect mode of presentati urse, 
R criterion; he could have believed a unified eee 
Socrates’ self-sufficiency could be given, so that the sates ane 
he selects and presents would all converge on one focal point. 
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were Xenophon’s intention, then after we correct for the distortions of 
admirers and detractors, we would be able to put together an account 
that removes the seemingly paradoxical or contradictory character of 
Socrates. But Xenophon’s indirect presentation fits better with the 
view that Xenophon did not intend a unified Socrates to emerge at all. 
Perhaps Xenophon was more concerned to limn unresolved and unre- 
solvable tensions in Socrates’ attractions, and so to show him as an un- 
limited source of provocations, than to give a stable and delimiting 
account of Socrates. Part of Xenophon’s attraction, I think, is precisely 
that he, even more than Plato, preserves the tensions between the var- 
ious sides of Socrates. He sees in Socrates not so much a puzzle to be 
solved as a mystery to be pondered. And the criterion for more deeply 
appreciating a mystery or a paradox is different from the criterion for 
successfully solving a puzzle. Xenophon’s Socrates is not simply the 

founder of a research program, whose pioneering insights can then be 

taken up and refined by his successors; for he cannot be appropriated 

and controlled, built upon and then relegated to the brilliant but naive 

beginnings of a maturing enquiry. Rather than a mere defender of one 

position among many about the nature and value of self-sufficiency, he 

is himself the matrix that produces and defines the set of possibilities. 

This Socrates overshadows any particular “development” of his views 

and remains a living provocation rather than becoming an honored 

but dead ancestor.* Perhaps the “true” Socrates as Xenophon perceived 

him is more a locus of dispersion for a discourse (to use Michel Fou- 
cault’s phrase) than a stable and unified focal point. 

My aim, then, is not to reconstruct a “Socratic” theory from the Mem- 
orabilia that would reveal a hidden consistency behind the Xenophontic 
Socrates’ various arguments and positions. It is to show how Xenophon 
deepens our appreciation of the paradoxical complexity of Socrates’ 
self-sufficiency by revealing it through the partial and distorting views 
of his disparate admirers and detractors. We begin with three admirers 
who are attracted by, and imperfectly try to imitate, his self-sufficiency. 
The first is the notorious Alcibiades. Alcibiades was consumed by am- 
bition for political leadership, and this ambition seemed to his critics, 
and to some of Socrates’ critics, to move him toward tyranny. Xeno- 
phon tries to show how this crudely political aspiration to complete 
control is a distorted reflection of Socrates’ own self-sufficiency. But in 
distancing Socrates from Alcibiades, one can be tempted to go too far 


4In distinguishing between Socrates as the (surpassable) founder of a research pro- 
gram and as a permanently relevant provocation, I have been inf luenced by Michel 
Foucault's distinction between founders of sciences and initiators of discursive practices, 
in the essay “What Is an Author?” in Language, Counter-Memory, Practice, trans. D. F. Bou- 
chard (Ithaca, N.Y., 1977), p. 131. 
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by denying that Socrates was in any essential way a SO ee 
self. The second passage ca ar as ne eee ee ’ 
iti istippus’ apolitical unders 1g -suffi y. 
aoa a ahe Alcibiades political ambition mor Aristippus po- 
litical indifference is an authentic imitation of the “true Sa ae 
then Socratic self-sufficiency seems to be a paradox, combining t $ w 
sire for control, which Alcibiades sees but Aristippus e wit o 
rejection of the usual political means of satisfying ae o ene 
tippus but not Alcibiades can see. The third passage eluci a #1 aes 
resolving this paradox. It presents Socrates attempt to teac aa 
lower Aristodemus a proper concern for and dependence on ia : i- 
vine. As we will see, the passage highlights the special B oe 
made to Socrates’ self-sufficiency by i oe daimonion, the “divi 
ign” s his unique mantic endowment. 7 
“Sin nee: inal two Sa I will try to give a more positive te of 
Socrates’ self-sufficiency and its connection to his erotic been deg 
First I will follow up Xenophon’s ee w Ka EA : 
considering the account at the en 
ey Cie R the type of knowledge required by a 
sufficiency Socrates promoted in his associates and a o 
by Socrates own self-sufficiency. Finally, I will conclude wi DENE 
phon’s account of Socrates’ erotic nature. Here my interpre P I aie 
hinge on two passages, the first with a detractor, the secon i ia 
admirer: Socrates’ defense of his self-sufficiency and erotic A si 
against the attack of Antiphon, and his “seduction of the noble y 


Euthydemus. 


1. Alcibiades: Self-Sufficiency as Tyranny 


Socrates was charged with undermining his associates’ respect ms 
the established political democracy, thereby catering to nen R ee 
ambitions (Mem. 1.2.9). The most spectacular associate a ee Mg 7 
this form of the corruption charge was plausible is of course A o ia < 
Besides being attracted to Socrates, this promising young man beca n 
“of all in the democracy the most licentious, the most A ede aes 
the most violent” (Mem. 1.2.12). How could such a man ever 


5X¥enophon’s indirect presentation of Socrates’ self-sufficiency ee Me airs 
h a Memorabilia 1 of alternating passages defending Sree ag eee 
fi pea es at his trial. Xenophon’s distancing of Socrates from i ae aon 
f Alcbades and the political indifference of Aristippus 1s paar oft a 
eae e that Socrates did injustice by corrupting the youth; T istancing 
A aa neglect of the gods is directed at the ımpıety charge. 
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found Socrates attractive? Xenophon suggests that, along with Critias, 
Alcibiades was driven by the ambition “to do everything for himself 
[távra dv éavtõv npátteoða] and become more famous than any- 
one” (Mem. 1.2.14). This is the political man’s understanding of self- 
sufficiency, and it was to satisfy this ambition for self-sufficiency that 
Alcibiades associated with Socrates. He saw reflected in Socrates’ self. 
sufficiency (autarkeia), self-control, and power in speech (Mem. 1.2.14) 
an image of the capacity for speech and action to which he aspired 
(Mem. 1.2.15). 

Xenophon does not simply dismiss this tyrannical appropriation of 
Socrates, nor does he answer the charge as thoroughly and unambig- 
uously as we might expect. In the first place, he leaves the reader with 
a lingering doubt whether Socrates himself did much to mitigate Al- 
cibiades’ contempt for law and his tendency toward violence and out- 
rage. Three features of the Memorabilia’s account contribute to this 
doubt. First, Xenophon provides a long, detailed account of how Soc- 
rates tried to chasten and undermine the tyrannical excesses of Critias 
(Mem. 1.2.29-37) without providing any examples at all of any chas- 
tening of Alcibiades. Since Xenophon treats Socrates’ relationships to 
Critias and Alcibiades together as part of a single accusation (Mem. 
1.2.12), this silence is surprising. Second, Xenophon reports the accu- 
sation that Socrates incited his associates to the use of violence by mak- 
_ ing intelligence rather than selection by lot the title to rule, and by 
calling democratic practices “stupid” (u@pov) and productive of irra- 
tional mistakes that would never be tolerated in helmsmen, builders, or 
flautists (Mem. 1.2.9). Very uncharacteristically, Xenophon does not 
answer this charge by citing some Socratic maxim against violence or 
by replacing the sinister reading of Socrates’ critique of democracy with 
a more benign interpretation.® Instead, he offers on his own authority an 
argument to the effect that intelligent people would use persuasion 
rather than violence, since violence tends to produce hatred, while per- 
suasion produces living allies (Mem. 1.2.10—1 1).’ This argument that 


°For more characteristic responses to accusations against particular sayings of Soc- 
rates, where Xenophon offers benign interpretations of the offending sayings, see, for 
example, Mem. 1.2.49—50 (Socrates’ comparison of ignorance to madness did not imply 
that sons should fetter their ignorant fathers); 1.2. 51—55 (Socrates’ argument that unin- 
telligent friends and relatives are worthless was not intended to alienate affections); and 
1.2.56-57 (Socrates’ use of Hesiod’s tag “No work is dishonorable” did not imply that 
even unjust or shameful “work” could be justified). : 

7Xenophon makes a philosophical argument on his own authority rather than on Soc- 
rates’ in only one other place in the Memorabilia: 1.2.19-28, where against “many who 
call themselves philosophers” he argues that someone who has learned to be virtuous can 
later reverse and become vicious. This rather un-Socratic-sounding thesis is part of Xe- 
nophon’s explanation of why it is no reflection on Socrates that Alcibiades and Critias 
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persuasion rather than violence is the best policy would already state 
suspicious to a democrat who charged Socrates with R 
cibiades’ tendency toward tyranny, since it 1s purely pru eae a 
Xenophon’s marked and uncharacteristic dependence on F cael 
thority for the argument raises an additional question in en rea oe 
mind about what Socrates himself did or said about Alcibia es’ vio - 
tendencies. Finally, Xenophon records a o ney ae 
teenaged Alcibiades and Pericles, who was his legal guardian, 7 oS 
not put Socrates’ influence in a very good light (Mem. 39-4 e = 
dialectical exchange that certainly appears to owe something to hi À 
sociation with Socrates, Alcibiades quizzes Pericles about the a 
law and concludes by questioning the legitimacy of the laws a the 7 
mocracy. Xenophon reports this suspicious conversation r evi pie 
Alcibiades’ early and enduring political ambition, but he mn T : 
to remove the impression that Socrates did indeed promote that s 
speech of which Alcibiades later made such dubious M 
On top of this rather compromising defense against t : i g one 
Socrates abetted Alcibiades’ violent contempt for the established p ie 
ical order, Xenophon also makes it clear that Socrates seca gee A 
defender of kingship, a position that someone with A 3 iades’ a ne 
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example, a passage that follows closely the account o P A 
tions with Alcibiades and Critias addresses the charge that ae ot 
lected passages from famous poets . . . to use as evidence = ook 
his associates to be unscrupulous and tyrannical (Mem. 1.2. oa z 
phon argues that Socrates’ use of the poets did not tend . t 2 
and he discusses a specific passage from Homer (Il. 2.18 Be ng 
fute the allegation that it was used by Socrates to see a i a 
ciates to abuse the common people. The references to l ingship ara 
passage are striking, especially if we restore desea gee s a. 
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king, or man of influence, 
henever [Odysseus] encountered some king, uenee 
A would aa beside him and with soft words try to restrain him: 
“Fxcellency! It does not become you to be frightened like any 


i i ociation with him. Like Xenophon’s own argu- 
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coward. Rather hold fast and check the rest of the people. 

You do not yet clearly understand the purpose of Atreides. 

Now he makes trial, but soon will bear hard on the sons of the Achatans. 
Did we not all hear what he was saying in council? 

May he not in anger do some harm to the sons of the Achaians! 

For the anger of god-supported kings is a big matter, 

to whom honour and love are given from Zeus of the counsels.” 

When he saw some man of the people who was shouting, 

he would strike at him with his staff, and reprove him also: 
“Excellency! Sit still and listen to what others tell you, 

to those who are better men than you, you skulker and coward 
and thing of no account whatever in battle or council. 

Surely not all of us Achaians can be as kings here. 

Lordship for many is no good thing. Let there be one ruler, 

one king, to whom the son of devious-devising Kronos 
gives the sceptre and right of judgment, to watch over his people.” 

(Il. 2.188—206, trans. Lattimore) 


That Xenophon concedes that this passage was in fact a favorite of 
Socrates’ is revealing, for its praise of kingship is clear, even though Xe- 
nophon elides the most explicit lines in his response to the charge. 
But of course the tyrannical imitation of Socratic self-sufficiency is a 
distortion. Whatever ambiguous sympathy Socrates may have had for 
kingship, and in whatever contempt he held the established democracy, 
his self-sufficiency was fundamentally different from that to which Al- 
cibiades aspired. The root of the difference is the contrast between 
Socrates’ consummate control of his passions and Alcibiades’ utter 
abandonment to them (Mem. 1.2.24—25). There was no place in Alcib- 
lades’ and Critias’ tyrannical imitation for Socrates’ own asceticism, for 
his moderation (ow@pootvn). As Xenophon says, “I believe that if a 
god had granted them the choice between living their whole life as 
they saw Socrates living or being dead, they would have chosen to be 
dead” (Mem. 1.2.16). Still, at least the tyrannical appropriation of 
Socrates respects his essential concern with moral and political life. 
That Socrates was in some way a political man seems to have been easy 
for some of his less political associates to overlook. Xenophon presents 


us with an especially striking misinterpretation of this sort in Aristip- 
pus, to whom we now turn. 


Socrates’ explicit praise of kingship in his polemic with Aristippus is an even clearer 
case, which we will examine in the following section. (What is being praised there and in 
the other passages I will discuss is kingship for the individual, that is, the life of being a 
king, not the political system of kingship.) 
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2. Aristippus: Self-Sufficiency as Alienation 


Aristippus was the first follower of Socrates to accept soles oe 
students, and he founded the Cyrenaic school of philosop! y, whose 
central doctrine was a special form of hedonism. Xenophon’s ong a 
port of Socrates’ examination of Aristippus (Mem. 2.1) o a y 
takes hedonism as a target and concludes with Prodicus saat 
acles’ choice of Virtue, a sober and modest lady, over Vice, a debauche 
and forward tart. More precisely, the passage shows how eae a 
horted his associates to the practice of self-control (Mem. 2.1.1). i . 
exhortation to asceticism and critique of sensualism has a n y 
political emphasis. “Noticing that one of his associates was rat m a 
centious with regard to [sensual pleasures], reports Xenophon, Dad 
rates] spoke: ‘Tell me, Aristippus, if you needed to ee two pea E 
who had been handed over to you, one so that he would e a 
ruling, the other so that he would not even think o trying to ru a 
would you educate each of them?’ ” (Mem. 2.1. 1). The entire conv. 
sation between Socrates and Aristippus is governed by this opening 
What we have in this conversation, then, is a critique of hedonism 
and an exhortation to self-control set in a very special asics ie 
text. Xenophon is at least as interested in Socrates specially politica ae 
proach to attracting his associates to self-control as In the critique o 
hedonism in itself.!! Given this interest, we would interpret the passage 
too narrowly if we focused exclusively on the contrast between the as- 
cetic Socrates and the hedonistic Aristippus. The rhetorical S 
stead invites us to contrast Socrates’ praise of the capacity for aa 
rule, which in this passage is at the root of his exhortation to E i 
control, with Aristippus’ indifference to political involvement, w e 
complements his hedonism. By emphasizing this contrast between the 
political Socrates and the apolitical Aristippus, Xenophon focuses a 
feature of Aristippus’ life no less characteristic than his hedonism, for 


: i i oticed was 
!OWe need not assume that the associate whose E EE mre : oe 
Aristippus himself, for there are other examples in the Memorabilia o sede ay Me 
ing with one person for the benefit of someone in the oe a het e, eee 
iti tes talks to unnam - 
hon to get at Critias) and 4.2.2 (Socra 
(Socrates talks to Xenop t Ss bly intended the passage to be 
: . n presumably inten P : 
tir up Euthydemus). Since Xenopho dl f 
PATODI j i hould bably understand the unnamed licen 
ould probably ie 
n example of effective exhortation, we s dD be tabo 
ao E 2 have had considerably more political ambition than the strikingly ap 
litical Aristippus. Otherwise Socrates’ exhortation ts Aaa a) ener Ait cite ate 
J: ting 5 
11 Memorabilia 4.5.1—1 1 also shows Socrates promo i fecaliaparance ol 
i i hile it still makes a point of the political ımp 
but there Socrates’ exhortation, w st l Aa eeni 
self-control, does not appeal to the ambition to rule in anything like the way the p 


passage does. 
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as Diogenes Laertius reports, “When [Aristippus] was asked what he 
had gotten out of philosophy, he replied: ‘The ability to associate com- 
fortably with anyone. . . . If all the laws are done away with, we [philos- 
ophers] will go on living the same way.’ ”!? This aloofness from political 
entanglements is at the heart of Aristippus’ mistaken imitation of Soc- 
rates’ self-sufficiency. 

Socrates begins his examination of Aristippus by going through a list 
of sensual temptations (food, drink, sleep, sex, avoiding hard work) 
and secures agreement that in each case people capable of resisting 
such temptations will be better suited for rule than people of the con- 
trary type (Mem. 2.1.1—7). Socrates concludes this part of the argument 
by asking Aristippus, “Have you ever considered into which of these 
categories you would rightly put yourself?” Someone with any political 
ambitions would be squirming at this question, especially if he were 
“rather licentious with regard to sensual pleasures.” But Aristippus is 
ready with an answer that shows he rejects the very political ambition 
to which Socrates has tried to appeal: “I have considered it, and I 
would not at all put myself into the category of those who want to rule. 
For it seems to me that only an unintelligent human being would not 
be satisfied with making provision for his own needs—which is a big 
enough job—but would add to this the further job of supplying what 
his fellow citizens need” (Mem. 2.1.8; see also 2.1.17 on the burdens of 
political rule). On this view, political involvement is simply a useless 
burden. It undermines a person’s ability to satisfy his own needs and 
exposes him to the censure of the community without providing any 
compensating benefits. 

At this point, Socrates must reverse his tactics. So far he has been 
supporting self-control and attacking hedonism by appealing to the po- 
litical ambition to rule. In light of Aristippus’ rejection of political am- 
bition, this argument has come to a dead end. Now Socrates must 
directly defend the desirability of rule by showing that its burdens are 
worth bearing, despite the alternatives to rule that Aristippus will 
present. Socrates begins this line of argument with an appeal to hedo- 
nism: “Then should we consider this too,” he replies to Aristippus, 
“which lives more pleasantly, the rulers or the ruled?” (Mem. 2.1.10). 
Socrates’ willingness to shift the argument to this question shows that 
Aristippus’ indifference to politics rather than his hedonism is Soc- 
rates’ primary target in this conversation. The rest of the discussion re- 
volves around Aristippus’ claim that there is a third alternative to being 


'*D.L. 2.8.68. See also 2.8.66: “[Aristippus] was capable of fitting in with every place 
and time and person, and of fittingly playing a part in any circumstance.” He showed this 
chameleonlike adaptability especially by staying in the good graces of Dionysius, tyrant of 
Syracuse. 
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either a ruler or a subject, a master or a slave, and Socrates’ insistence 
that Aristippus’ apolitical path is untenable. . 
Socrates first asks Aristippus to compare the pleasantness of the lives 
of nations that are politically dominant (for example, Persia) and na- 
tions that are dominated (for example, Lydia). Aristippus refuses to 
play along and announces his intention to avoid the burdens of either 
dominating or being dominated: “I certainly do not put myself into the 
category of slavery [instead of mastery]. I believe there is a middle path 
between these two, on which I try to walk, which goes through neither 
rule nor slavery but rather through freedom, which is just the path 
that leads best to happiness” (Mem. 2.1.11). Socrates responds that un- 
less Aristippus’ “path” also avoids going through not just rule and slav- 
ery but human life altogether (6v’ &vOpwmmwv), this strategy of avoiding 
political entanglement is doomed, since the stronger always threaten to 
plunder and enslave the weaker (Mem. 2.1.12—13). If one wen t play the 
hammer, one must play the anvil. Aristippus’ “freedom is a sham, 
since it requires a transcendence of the inescapably political context of 
human life. If you live among human beings, suggests Socrates, you 
have only three choices: rule yourself, be ruled, or be willing to serve 
the rulers. Whatever the burdens of ruling oneself, they are less op- 
pressive than being a slave or (perhaps even worse) a flatterer of the 
powers that be.'” ; E 
At this point Aristippus plays his trump card: But to avoid just these 
sufferings, I do not close myself into any political community; instead, 
I am everywhere an alien [G€voc]” (Mem. 2.1.13). This is the most rad- 
ical statement of Aristippus’ strategy for transcending the bonds of po- 
litical entanglement. The freedom he tries to achieve is not within 
politics but from politics. Socrates argues that the alien’s life is too ex- 
posed to provide this freedom, since without the support of laws and 
publicly enforced punishment, human beings cannot protect them- 
selves against thieves and other malefactors (Mem. 2.1.14—15). The sol- 
itary outcast, according to Socrates, has even less chance of achieving 
happiness than the oppressed citizen or servile courtier. In light of 
Socrates’ constant emphasis in this entire conversation on political rule 
(rather than merely on citizenship), it comes as no surprise that Aris- 
tippus finally exclaims, “Socrates, yourseem to hold that the art of 
kingship [BaotAukt téxvn] is happiness’ (Mem. 2.1.1 7). Socrates E Ki 
question the inference. Political rule, though encumbered with all the 
burdens Aristippus has mentioned, appears to be a necessity for 
achieving whatever happiness is possible within the limitations of hu- 


3D.L. 2.8.66 and 78 report anecdotes that show that some of Diogenes’ sources con- 
sidered Aristippus a flatterer of Dionysius. 
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man life. Kingship, whatever its hardships, is the only human access to 
the stable control over one’s own success that Aristippus’ strategy of 
alienation cannot provide. So at least this argument seems to conclude. 

Aristippus’ celebration of alienation represents the opposite pole in 
defining a self-sufficient life from Alcibiades’ tyrannical immersion in 
leadership. Can Xenophon’s Socrates both insist on the necessity of po- 
litical involvement against Aristippus and deny the attraction of tyr- 
anny against Alcibiades, while still defending the centrality of self- 
sufficiency? Aristotle addresses this same tension between tyrannical 
and alienated self-sufficiency in the Politics, and his approach provides 
an interesting contrast to Xenophon’s. Aristotle argues that the proper 
view of the place of political concern in a human life falls between two 
extreme views. On one extreme view, the best life is the life of political 
mastery and tyranny, since it gives the most scope for and control over 
the greatest and finest actions (Pol. 7.3, 1325a34—36; also 7.2, 1324b1— 
3). This is the Alcibiades position. On the other extreme view, the best 
life cannot be a political life at all, since, on the one hand, despotism is 
unjust and degrading, while, on the other, beneficent political rule, 
“though it does not involve anything unjust, is an impediment to one’s 
own well-being” (Pol. 7.2, 1324a35—38). People who hold this view “‘be- 
lieve the life of the free person is different from that of the political 
person [ô moAttuK6c] and is the most choiceworthy,” and defend “the 
life of alienation and separation from political community [6 Eevukds 
Biog kai ths NOALTUKNS KOLVMvias ànohevpévos]” (Pol. 7.3, 1325a19—20; 
7.2, 1324a16—17). This is the Aristippus position. The mean between 
these extremes seems to be a special kind of theoretical life: it must be 
political insofar as it is regulative of actions outside of itself (Pol. 7.3, 
1325b21—23), yet still be “separate [apolelumenos] from everything ex- 
ternal to itself” (Pol. 7.2, 1324a27—28) insofar as it is “complete in it- 
self”. (attotoAetc) and for its own sake rather than for the sake of ac- 
tions that follow from it (Pol. 7.3, 1325b18—21). In other words, Aris- 
totle tries to combine Alcibiades’ aspiration to self-sufficiency through 
political leadership with Aristippus’ aspiration to self-sufficiency 
through apolitical separation, integrating both into a theoretical life 
that is politically concerned and practically useful even though it sep- 
arates the thinker from direct involvement in the business of political 
ruling. Perhaps the Politics itself is an example of the kind of thinking 
that Aristotle proposed in order to combine political and philosophical 
aspiration. 

Aristotle tries to preserve as much as he can of the claims for political 
involvement, but his solution to the tension still seems to lean toward 
philosophical transcendence. Xenophon’s Socrates has a different way 
out of the dilemma. On the face of it, he seems in his conversation with 
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Aristippus simply to accept the view of the partisans of political life. To 
be sure, in the end he praises kingship rather than tyranny, but still the 
emphasis on rule and mastery is unmistakable. But in this conversation 
with Aristippus, I suggest, Xenophon’s Socrates exaggerates the power 
of the art of kingship to guarantee happiness. The fact that Socrates is 
exhorting his associates to self-control by appealing to its importance 
for political rule explains this exaggeration: the more important he 
shows the art of ruling to be, the more he increases their attachment to 
virtue. Recall that throughout this section of the Memorabilia, Xeno- 
phon is interested primarily in showing Socrates’ good influence, not 
in simply presenting Socrates’ views. In fact, Socrates has here assigned 
to the kingly art, the basilikë techné, an importance that no merely 
human power can have, and that as we will see in the next section, is 
elsewhere assigned to divination (wavtiKy). Only a power divine or dai- 
monic can play the role here assigned to kingship. To this extent, Xe- 
nophon agrees with Aristotle in moving away from the political view 
toward a kind of transcendence. But he does not locate this transcen- 
dence in self-sufficient philosophical thinking, complete in itself and 
separated from external things. Instead, he locates it in human access 
to divine guidance, the theme to which we now turn. 


g. Aristodemus: Self-Sufficiency as Atheism 


Aristodemus (know as Shorty) was an ardent follower of Socrates and 
is presented by Plato as Apollodorus’ source for the report of the erotic 
evening of the Symposium. In Memorabilia 1.4, Xenophon presents a 
long conversation between Aristodemus and Socrates intended to 
counter the charge that while Socrates could exhort people to virtue, 
he could not initiate them into it.'* The primary virtue that Socrates 
promotes in this conversation is piety.’ Aristodemus, reports Xeno- 
phon, “did not sacrifice to the gods or make use of divination [manizké] 
but even laughed at those who did” (Mem. 1.4.2). This distancing of the 
gods, I suggest, can be seen as in part a strategy for achieving self- 
sufficiency, since the removal from human life of divine concern and 
intervention greatly increases the scope of human direction and con- 


l4Mem. 1.4.1. This objection to Socrates is the theme of the Platonic Cleitophon, where 
Cleitophon argues that Thrasymachus is superior to Socrates as an educator because he 
actually tells people what to do to be virtuous, rather than merely inspiring them with a 
desire to be virtuous. 

'5At the same time, Socrates is also promoting the justice of his companions by teach- 
ing them always to be mindful of the ever-watchful gods (Mem. 1.4.19); compare the sim- 
ilar account in Memorabilia 1.1.19 of how Socrates’ own justice is supported by his pious 
belief in divine concern. 
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trol. By finding sacrifice and divination laughable, Aristodemus is able 
to take himself all the more seriously. Xenophon shows Socrates un- 
dermining this impious version of self-sufficiency in a way that high- 
lights Socrates’ own special relationship to divination and the divine. 

This connection between divination and self-sufficiency will be 
clearer if we consider Xenophon’s various accounts of the need for and 
benefits of divination. He reports that Socrates counseled his associates 
to concern themselves with divination “if any of them wanted to pros- 
per beyond the limits of human wisdom [&vOpwxivyn copia)” (Mem. 
4.7.10). Divination completes a deficiency in merely human rational 
powers. Human wisdom can of course take us far, and Socrates de- 
clared any reliance on divination in matters appropriate for human 
discernment to be impious and deranged (or more literally, “god- 
obsessed”: Sauovav) (Mem. 1.1.9). But the most important matters are 
hidden from human discernment (GdnAa), and so are not under hu- 
man control through art or calculation (Mem. 1.1.6, 8). These great and 
hidden things concern especially whether or not we will benefit from ex- 
ercising or developing various human powers. Divination is necessary 
because without divine guidance we do not know what will contribute 
to our secure possession of happiness. '® 

Xenophon makes an explicit link between this view of the limits of 
human wisdom and Socrates’ understanding of the value of rule. He 
reports that Socrates claimed that “people who are going to govern 
households and cities well” cannot rely solely on becoming skilled in 
ruling human beings, in running a household, in being a general, or in 
practicing any other art under the control of human judgment 
(&vOpworivyn yv@pn). To find out whether or not you will benefit from 
employing any of these merely human kinds of knowledge, you need 
divination as well (Mem. 1.1.7—8).'” Socrates goes on to list some ex- 
amples of the uncertain benefit of human undertakings: “It is not clear 


'6For a similar point about prayer and the hiddenness of the beneficial, see Mem. 
1.3.2: “[Socrates] believed that people who pray to get gold or silver or tyrannical power 
or anything else of this sort would be no different if they prayed for a chance to roll dice 
or for a fight or for anything else the result of which is manifestly hidden [adéla].” In 
Memorabilia 4.2.36, after Socrates has refuted all of Euthydemus’ views about what would 
be beneficial for him, the frustrated young man exclaims: “I concede I don’t even know 
what I should pray for!” I will discuss this passage in the concluding section. 

'’There is a similar account in Memorabilia 4.2.31—36 of the uncertain benefit of hu- 
man goods and powers, but there self-knowledge rather than divination guarantees suc- 
cess. I will treat this passage in the final section. Xenophon’s report of Socrates’ use of 
the story of Circe turning Odysseus’ men into pigs (see Od. 10) also illustrates the ne- 
cessity of both human judgment and divine advice in a successful life: “[Socrates] said 
playfully that it was through the advice of Hermes, as well as through his own self- 
control, ... that Odysseus avoided being turned into a pig” (Mem. 1.3.7). 
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[délon] to one who cultivates [putevodcpevos] a field well who will have 
its fruits, !8 nor to one who builds a house well who will live in it, nor to 
one skilled in generalship if he will benefit from being a general, nor to 
one skilled in politics [politikos] if he will benefit from leading the city” 
(Mem. 1.1.8). Now we can see how much Socrates exaggerated the con- 
nection between mere kingship and happiness in his conversation with 
Aristippus, since there he spoke as if there were no great and hidden 
things beyond human control. Divination rather than kingship proves 
the indispensable means of gaining control over one’s own happiness. 

Under Socrates’ questioning, Aristodemus reveals what is at the root 
of his contempt for sacrifice and divination: he denies that “the gods 
have any concern [ppovtiGeiv] for human beings” (Mem. 1.4.11). Soc- 
rates tries to wean Aristodemus from this neglect of the divine by ar- 
guing for the existence of general providence (Mem. 1.4.2—14), with a 
particular emphasis on the design of human bodily and psychic capac- 
ities. Socrates concludes this part of his argument with a rhetorical 
question: “When will what the gods do convince you that they are con- 
cerned [phrontizein] with you?” Aristodemus responds: “When they 
send, as you say they send, counselors about what I should and should 
not do” (Mem. 1.4.15). This pointed reply gives the argument a new 
twist. Aristodemus appears to have in mind Socrates’ notorious daimo- 
nion, and to be telling Socrates that without the sort of special provi- 
dence that the daimonion offers there are no persuasive reasons to 
believe that the divine is mindful of human beings, and thus no reason 
for humans to be mindful of the divine. But Socrates deflects the per- 
sonal focus of Aristodemus’ response. Sarcastically, he asks Aristode- 
mus whether he takes himself to be the only human being, in Athens, 
in Greece, or in the whole world, denied the gods’ communication 
through consultation of oracles and interpretation of preternatural 
signs. Surely, suggests Socrates, such publicly available oracles and 
signs are sufficient proof that Aristodemus’ refusal to depend on the 
divine is neither prudent nor pious. Though this answer fits with Xe- 
nophon’s own assimilation of Socrates’ daimonion to publicly recog- 
nized divination (see Mem. 1.1.2—4), it evades Aristodemus’ point, if 
he is in fact referring to Socrates’ unique access to divine guidance 
through the daimonion. Unlike a dependence on the vagaries and im- 


18This is reminiscent of one of the harms of rejecting political rule that Socrates uses 
in his argument against Aristippus: “Haven't you noticed people who cut down the crops 
and trees that others have planted and cultivated [phuteusantes], and attack in all kinds of 
ways those who are weaker and unwilling to serve them, until the weaker are persuaded 
to choose slavery rather than fighting with the stronger?” (Mem. 2.1.13). Rule or king- 
ship plays the role in this passage that divination plays in Memorabilia 1.1.8. 
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precision of mantic interpretation of the flights of birds, the shapes of 
entrails, or the riddles of the Pythia, Socrates’ reliance on the dai- 
monion does not diminish his self-sufficient control over his own 
happiness. °’ 

Aristodemus’ reply could be taken to mean only that Socrates claims 
that the gods send counselors to human beings generally, rather than 
as a reference specifically to the daimonion. But in the closely parallel 
passage of Memorabilia 4.3, where Xenophon reports a conversation be- 
tween Socrates and his young follower Euthydemus, the reference is 
fully explicit. The conversation is meant to illustrate how Socrates 
“tried to make his associates respectful toward the gods” (Mem. 4.3.2), 
and he again rehearses the design arguments for general divine con- 
cern before turning to the special concern shown by the usefulness of 
divination (mantiké), upon which Euthydemus replies, “Toward you, 
Socrates, the gods seem to behave even more lovingly than toward 
other people, if in fact, without even being asked by you, they give you 
a sign of what you should and should not do” (Mem. 4.3.12). In this 
passage too Socrates does not comment directly on his own special re- 
lationship to the divine and perhaps even plays it down by telling Eu- 
thydemus to be satisfied with indirect evidence of special providence: 
“That what I say [about the concern of the gods manifested through 
divination] is true you too will recognize if you do not wait on an ap- 
pearance of the gods in visible form but rather are satisfied to revere 
and honor the gods on seeing their works” (Mem. 4.3.13). 

With both Aristodemus and Euthydemus, then, Xenophon seems to 
present Socrates as encouraging a dependence on the divine in his as- 
sociates that his own particular privileged position as a mantic does not 
require. Socrates’ personal mantic art contributes much to his ap- 
proach to that divine needlessness that (reports Xenophon) he saw at 
the heart of happiness: “To need nothing is divine; and as the divine is 
best, what is closest to the divine is closest to the best” (Mem. 1.6.10, 
discussed in the next section). The daimonion is an essential albeit puz- 
zling aspect of Socrates’ imitation of the divine. 

To tyrannical imitators like Alcibiades and Critias, Xenophon op- 
poses Socrates’ asceticism; to alienated imitators like Aristippus, his 


'9As Mary R. Lefkowitz points out very nicely (in her comment on Vlastos’ “Socratic 
Piety,” PBACAP [1991]:245, “It was revolutionary (and dangerous) [of Socrates] to claim 
that the gods spoke directly to him and told him what was right” (p. 239); for “in saying 
that the god sends him frequent, but private negative signs that no one else hears or sees, 
Socrates implies that he has a closer relationship to the gods than even the sons of the 
gods and goddesses in traditional myth.” It is no wonder that Aristodemus and (as I will 
show shortly) Euthydemus were both very interested by this aspect of Socrates, and per- 
haps also not surprising that Socrates tries to deflect their interest into more traditionally 
pious channels. 
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praise of the kingly art; and to practical atheists like Aristodemus, 
Socrates’ daimonic nature. Three very different ways of aspiring to 
self-sufficiency, all undermined in the example of Socrates. How can 
Socrates be both an inspiration to and the refutation of so many dif- 
ferent aspirations? What allows Socrates to contain in one life what his 
admirers fragment into competing ways of life? Or to put the pleat 
another way, Why instead of founding a Socratic school did he launc 
a Socratic movement? In the concluding two sections I will try to ad- 
dress these questions. In the next section, we titist try to sharpen our 
understanding of the contrast between Socrates’ own self-sufficiency 
and the self-sufficiency of his associates. Then we will turn to the final 
difficult question of how the various aspects of Socrates peculiar self- 
sufficiency are held in balance within his erotic life. 


4. The Daimonic: Between the Sophist and 
the Gentleman 


We have seen that Socrates’ daimonion is not merely a personal quirk 
or an amusing curiosity in Xenophon’s presentation. In the peroration 
of the Memorabilia, Xenophon makes a particular point of this mantic 
self-sufficiency: “For my part, I have described [Socrates] just as he 
was: so pious he did nothing without the judgment [gnome] of the 
gods, . . . so intelligent he never erred in judging the better and the 
worse, but rather, without need of anyone else, was self-sufficient 
[autarkés] with regard to knowledge [yvwots] of these things (Mem. 
4.8.11). In other human beings, this juxtaposition of unshakable piety 
and unerring intelligence would be an impossibility. It would require 
us to become deranged (“god-obsessed”: daimonan) by reducing the 
great things hidden by the divine (daimonion), which transcend our 
control, to the level of what is under merely human judgment (anthro- 
piné gnomé) (see Mem. 1.1.9). But Socrates’ daimonion, his mantic na- 
ture, allows the reconciliation in one human being of the seeming 
tension between pious reliance on divine gnomé and self-sufficient re- 
liance on one’s own gnosis. | oF . 

The Memorabilia’s concluding celebration of Socrates’ daimonic self- 
sufficiency in judging the better and the worse is part of a ae 
broader exploration in the entire last section (from Mem. 4.7 on) = 
how Socrates’ self-sufficiency was different from the self-sufficiency o 
his associates (see Mem. 4.7.1). Only the latter part of this section (Mem. 
4.7.10—4.8.10) focuses directly on Socrates’ daimonion. After reporting 
that Socrates recommended to his associates that they should concern 
themselves with divination “if any of them wanted to prosper beyond 
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the limits of human wisdom” (Mem. 4.7.10, quoted earlier), Xenoph 
immediately turns to a discussion of Socrates’ trial and execution "This 
section is not an intrusion or a disconnected anecdote. It brings out di- 
rectly the difference between the associates’ lives, which ae be d : 
pendent on the external support provided by divination, and Socrat ° 
life under the sure direction of the daimonion. Socrates claimed die 
T had stopped him when he thought about how to defend 
ee neal the jury (Mem. 4.8.5). Xenophon realizes some people 
eheve that Socrates’ subsequent condemnation refuted his claim to 
have special access to divine guidance (Mem. 4.8.1). But throughout the 
whole passage, Xenophon tries to show that this view is wron and to 
demonstrate that death was actually a benefit for Socrates Insofar as 
he succeeds, he has indeed shown that the daimonion allowed Socrates 
to prosper beyond the limits of human wisdom.” Thus the report of 
oo condemnation and the defense of the rationality of his death 
- or aaa part of Xenophon’s defense of his daimonic self- 
But the broader treatment of Socrates’ self-sufficiency comes in th 
earlier part of this concluding section (Mem. 4.7.1—8), which distin- 
guishes the role that knowledge (in general, not just mantic knowl- 
edge) played in Socrates’ life from the role it played in his associates’ 
lives.“" This presentation also allows Xenophon to comment on the dif- 
ference between Socrates’ transcendence of human limitations and the 
counterfeit transcendence of the natural philosophers (whom Xeno- 
phon terms sophists). Xenophon focuses on how Socrates “took care 
that his associates be self-sufficient [autarkeis] in the actions appropri- 
ate to them [ai npoońkovoa mpdEetc]” by providing them e 
ever knowledge was “appropriate for a gentleman” (Mem. 4.7.1). It 
becomes clear in this discussion that Socrates’ own self-sufficienc wae 
of a different character from the self-sufficiency of his see as- 
sociates. Socrates “taught them up to what point the properly ediad 
gentleman should be familiar with any particular subject” (Mem 2) 
but his own knowledge often exceeded this limit. For example, co 


20 oye . . 
ie eae aa 4:7-9, a short E of health, seems at first glance out of place in 
n trom 4.7 on, which contrasts Socrates’ kn 
i ) | ; owledge (of geomet 
omy, celestial science, arithmetic, and divinati i $ E ed in his 
z , : Ivination) with the knowledge h d in hi 
associates. But note the passage’s em i aig R 
= l phasis on knowledge, and particularly self- 
ea a a E a his associates to care for their health Eoth by 
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recommended that his associates learn enough geometry and astron- 
omy for practical uses like land measurement and night navigation, but 
discouraged them from pursuing the more abstruse and speculative 
parts of these sciences. Xenophon has Socrates explain this limitation 
twice in virtually identical words, once for geometry and once for as- 
tronomy (Mem. 4.7.3 and 5): “Such studies are capable of using up an 
entire human life and preventing many other useful kinds of learning.” 
But in both cases Xenophon also tells the reader that despite this ad- 
vice Socrates himself was familiar with the more theoretical parts of the 
sciences.2! Similarly, Socrates turned his associates away from imitating 
Anaxagoras and becoming concerned (phroniistés) with heavenly phe- 
nomena (Mem. 4.7.6), yet the immediately following critique of Anax- 
agorean theories shows that Socrates himself was quite familiar with 
speculation on such subjects (Mem. 4.7.7). Socrates’ self-sufficiency al- 
lowed, perhaps required, a theoretical interest that transcended the 


_ practical interest of his gentlemanly associates. 


Even though such theoretical studies would merely “use up” a gen- 
tlemanly life and would therefore make no contribution to the self- 
sufficiency of Socrates’ associates, they did not waste Socrates’ life. His 
concern was not limited to ethical and political affairs in the narrow 
sense that the concern of his gentlemanly friends was so limited. Yet 
when Socrates went beyond the limits of the gentleman, he did not 
become simply another “sophist” indulging in speculation about the 
“so-called cosmos” (Mem. 1.1.11). Though he transcended the limits 
of gentlemanly knowledge, he did not, like the naturalists, leave be- 
hind the gentleman’s interests in virtue and ordinary human, political 
life. Xenophon reports Socrates’ demonstration that people who con- 
cern themselves (phrontizontes) with “the nature of all things” are foolish 
worriers (uwpaivovtes, wepyurv@vtes) who “think so highly of them- 
selves [uéytotov ppovovvtec] that they resemble madmen in their ill- 
grounded convictions” (Mem. 1.1.11, 13-14). A person who worries 
[merimnon] about such things runs the risk of becoming utterly 
thoughtless [mapadpovijoar], like Anaxagoras, who thought highly of 
himself (megiston phronésas) on the basis of his interpretation of the cos- 
mological machinery of the gods (Mem. 4.7.6).2” Socrates suggests two 


21Geometry: “Though indeed he himself was not unfamiliar (&e.poc] with [the more 
abstruse parts of geometry]” (Mem. 4.7.3); astronomy: “Though indeed of [the more ab- 
struse parts of astronomy] he himself was not uninformed [avyKoos]” (Mem. 4.7.5). The 
near repetition in these two passages emphasizes the distinction between Socrates and 
his associates about the proper limits of knowledge. 

22Xenophon seems in these passages to be alluding to Aristophanes’ Clouds, where 
Socrates is presented as deserving the very critique Xenophon has him level against the 
cosmologists. Note especially the repeated use of phrontizé (to be concerned about, to 
think about) and merimnaé (to worry about); Aristophanes coined merimnophrontistes (anx- 
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explanations of this impious pride of the natural philosophers (Mem. 
1.1.12): they may believe they already understand human matters (ta 
anthropina) well enough, so they move on to these other matters; or 
they transcend human matters altogether and think they are engaging 
in the actions appropriate to themselves (ta prosékonta) only when they 
investigate “daimonic” or divine matters (ta dazmonia). 

This view of which actions are “appropriate” clearly separates the 
naturalists from the view of self-sufficiency that Socrates promoted in 
his gentlemanly associates. Indeed, to a certain extent it puts the nat- 
uralists closer to Socrates than to his gentlemen friends. Like Socrates, 
they claim to transcend human limits by access to the divine realm, to 
ta daimonia. But their appeal from the human to the divine is an im- 
perfect imitation of Socrates’ daimonic self-sufficiency. It is an imita- 
tion because Socrates could seem every bit as arrogant and dismissive 
of ordinary canons of human judgment as any naturalist. As Xeno- 
phon reports, he “accused people of stupidity [uwptav Kkatny oper)” 
if they acted to avoid ill repute among human beings rather than fol- 
lowing “the signs of the gods,” while “he himself despised [bxepewpa] 
all human matters in comparison to counsel from the gods” (Mem. 
1.3.4). But the imitation is imperfect because in another sense Soc- 
rates concerned himself with exactly those questions about political 
and moral life of most interest to gentlemen, questions the naturalists 
despised as beneath them: “He was always conversing about human 
matters [fa anthropina] and investigating . . . whatever he thought would 
make gentlemen of those who knew about them” (Mem. 1.1.16).74 
Xenophon presents Socrates as a kind of mean between the gentle- 
manly acceptance of human limitation by the divine and the sophistical 
rebellion against it. He shares the gentleman’s interests, and so rejects 
the sophist’s contempt for the merely human; but he transcends the 


ious brooder) as a comic word for Socrates. Leo Strauss has pointed out Xenophon’s al- 
lusions in the Oeconomicus to the Clouds in his Xenophon’s Socratic Discourse (Ithaca, N.Y., 
1979), PP- 91, 112, 159, 163-64, 166. se ae 

“There may be a verbal reminiscence here (indicated by italicized words) of an earlier 
passage: “The accuser [katégoros] said that [Socrates] made his associates despise [hyperoran] 
the established laws by telling them that it was stupid [méros] to choose the city’s rulers | 
by lot” (Mem. 1.2.9). The appeal from ta anthropina to ta daimonia, whether the claimed 
transcendence is cosmological (like that of the naturalists) or ethical (like that of 
Socrates), can look suspicious to a partisan of the current standards of political and 
moral judgment. 

**Xenophon gives in this passage a list of seven pairs of topics central to Socrates’ 
discussions: the pious and the impious, the noble and the base, the just and the unjust, 
sound-mindedness (séphrosyné) and madness, courage and cowardice, the city and the 
politician, and rule and the ruler of human beings. The central pair, contrasting sound- 
mindedness and madness, seems to be especially relevant to the present passage. The 
madness of the naturalists’ transcendence of human concerns contrasts with Socrates’ 
sound and respectful acceptance of them. 
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and justice. 


g. Antiphon and Euthydemus: Self-Sufficiency 
and the Erotic 


Antiphon was a sophist who, reports Xenophon, pee a 
away Socrates’ associates. He criticized Socrates oe app ve 
effect on his associates and imitators on three relate ar S 
Socrates’ way of life is mired in abject poverty, sae n ae 
Socrates obtains no money from his associates (Mem. 1.6.2—3); (2 
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Socrates accepts no money for his intercourse (ovvovota) with his as- 
sociates, he must know nothing of any real value (Mem. 1.6.1 1—1 2); and 
(3) even if Socrates did understand political affairs, he would not be 
able to make others adept at politics, since he does not himself engage 
in politics (Mem. 1.6.15). Socrates’ response to Antiphon’s attack brings 
into play all three aspects of his self-sufficiency on which we have fo- 
cused: his asceticism (in contrast to Alcibiades’ tyrannical ambition), his 
political orientation (in contrast to the counterfeit transcendence of 
human political concerns by Aristippus and the naturalists), and his 
mantic divinity (in contrast to Aristodemus’ practical atheism and the 
pious limitation of his gentlemanly associates). But because Antiphon’s 
challenge focuses directly on the attachment between Socrates and his 
associates, Socrates is forced in this passage to justify his ascetic, polit- 
ical, and mantic aspirations in light of some account of the nature and 
benefits of his relationships. Xenophon has him do this by emphasizing 
their erotic character. In the end, the special pleasures of Socrates’ 
eroticism explain his ascetic refusal of money, his interest in politics de- 
spite his avoidance of political engagement, and the attractiveness of 
his mantic divinity. 

Socrates’ refusal (or is it inability?) to get money from his way of life 
is the point that most directly inspires Antiphon to doubt Socrates’ 
happiness. After ridiculing Socrates for the cheap quality of his food, 
drink, and clothing, Antiphon goes on to say, “You also get no money, 
which is enjoyable to receive, and which makes those who possess it live 
in greater financial independence [é\evOepi@tepov] and more pleas- 
antly” (Mem. 1.6.3). Furthermore, Antiphon argues that Socrates’ re- 
fusal to take money for letting people have intercourse (sunousia) with 
him makes sense only because Socrates knows nothing of any value 
(Mem. 1.6.12). How can a man who lives in wretched poverty, and who 
does not have enough confidence in the value of what he teaches to 
charge a fee for it, be a worthy object of imitation to his associates? As 
Socrates says, “You seem to me, Antiphon, to think I live so wretchedly 
that I am persuaded you would choose to die rather than to live as I 
do” (Mem. 1.6.4). This is exactly the sentiment that Xenophon ascribes 
to the licentious Critias and Alcibiades: “I believe that if a god had 
granted them the choice between living as they saw Socrates live or be- 
ing dead, they would rather choose to be dead” (Mem. 1.2.16). Anti- 
phon shares with Alcibiades’ tyrannical appropriation of Socratic self- 
sufficiency a blindness to any pleasures or benefits beyond the crassly 
political ones of wealth and power. Like Plato’s Callicles, Antiphon can 
see nothing but a despicable slavishness in Socrates’ ascetism (see Mem. 
1.6.2). What are the pleasures that Socrates’ ascetic life can set against 
the claims of Antiphon and Alcibiades? 
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Socrates’ response to this attack culminates in his claim to approxi- 
mate the self-sufficiency of the divine: “You seem to think, Antiphon, 
that happiness is luxury and extravagance. But I believe that to nern 
nothing is divine, and to need as little as possible is closest to the divine; 
and as the divine is best, what is closest to the divine iS closest to the 
best” (Mem. 1.6.10). Socrates supports this claim in two quite different 
ways. Part of his defense seems exclusively concerned with his own per- 
sonal pleasures (Mem. 1.6.5—8). He argues first that his self-control, far 
from denying him pleasures that luxurious indulgence would provide, 
actually heightens his enjoyment of material pleasures (food, drink, 
clothing, shoes), since overindulgence has not desensitized him to them. 
Furthermore, Socrates argues that training in endurance has made 
him capable of obtaining pleasures superior to these material plea- 
sures, especially the psychic pleasures of successful action: People aa 
think they are not acting successfully have no enjoyment, while people 
who believe they are advancing themselves, whether in farming or 
shipping or in something else they are trying to accomplish, ieee 
joyment because they think they are acting successfully (Mem. 1.6.8). 
With both material and psychic pleasures, Socrates’ self-control proves 
a personal boon. l 

On its own, this defense of the divine needlessness of SOLTANI SEIE 

ici i d narcissistic.“” But 
sufficiency makes Socrates look rather snobbish an 
his defense of his ascetic refusal to take money shows that this approx- 
imation to divine self-sufficiency also depends directly on the nature of 
his relationships.2° The pleasures of successful action to which he 
makes claim come in and through his peculiarly erotic relationships. 
Socrates begins by pointing out that teachers who take payment from 
students are obligated to have intercourse with whoever pays the fee, 


25 ks to Gregory Vlastos and Martha Nussbaum. Vlastos (above, note 3), pp. 
go Sian et ihe “egocentricity that is endemic in Socratic eudaimonism, as 
in all eudaimonism,” and argued that this selfishness was mitigated only by Socrates a 
dependent belief in our duty to serve a benevolent god, whose service required genera 
benevolence from humans. This appeal to an externally motivated interest in others is 
another symptom of the unerotic character of Vlastos’ Socrates (see also note 3 bers 
Nussbaum’s view is more interesting, since she takes the tension between ae se 5 
sufficiency and his eroticism to be central to our understanding of him (see - e pe 
of Alcibiades: A Reading of the Symposium,” in The Fragility of ere [ a ge, 
1986], esp. pp. 197-99; and her recent review of Vlastos: The Chill T Me sats 
public 205:12—13 [16 and 23 September 1991]: 34—40). Her eee eS a - es 
sufficiency (as portrayed in Plato’s Symposium) makes him AS e à pe = 
(though not a beloved) of individual human beings disagrees with Xenop A ener 
how erotic relationships permit and even empower the other a of Soc 
sufficiency; but a discussion of these points is beyond the scope of t prea sie 

26When Socrates explains to Hermogenes his refusal to prepare a defense pe l : 
description of the happiness of his life combines these same two elements of person 
accomplishment and relationship to friends (Mem. 4.8.6—7). 
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while he preserves his freedom (eleutheria) to converse with whomever 
he wants (Mem. 1.6.5; see also 1.3.5). The importance of this indepen- 
dence in the choice of companions is clarified when Socrates goes on to 
contrast explicitly the erotic character of his own relationships with the 
mercenary nature of the relationships of sophists, “prostituters of wis- 
dom” (Mem. 1.6.13). The erotic attachment that Socrates aims at be- 
tween himself and his associates is inconsistent with the sophist/client 
relationship. Because his relationships are erotic rather than sophisti- 
cal, Socrates preserves a kind of self-sufficiency that distinguishes a 
well-bred lover from a prostitute, deeper than the mere financial in- 
dependence so prized by Antiphon. Far from being the oppression by 
grinding poverty that Antiphon takes it to be, Socrates’ asceticism is the 
necessary condition for his erotic freedom from entanglement in mer- 
cenary relationships. Free love is more important than hard cash for 
approximating divinity. 

Socrates replaces, then, the crass political pleasures of Antiphon and 
Alcibiades with the more precious enjoyment of erotic friendship. His 
eroticism justifies his asceticism. But Socrates’ turn to love does not re- 
place the public pursuit of political pleasures with a private pursuit of 
erotic pleasures, devoid of political relevance;?’ this would be simply to 
repeat the mistaken aspiration to transcend politics that Xenophon ex- 
poses in Aristippus and the naturalists. Socrates claims that he “takes 
care to make as many people as he can capable of acting in political 
affairs” (Mem. 1.6.15). This is possible because his greatest erotic satis- 
factions require not only his personal advancement in successful action 
but also the improvement of his friends: “There is no greater pleasure 
from [success in any activity] than to think that one is becoming better 
oneself and obtaining friends who are better” (Mem. 1.6.9; see also 
1.2.7—8). Socrates focuses his erotic pleasure in improving his friends 
on exactly that gentlemanly excellence (kalokagathia) that he promoted 
in his associates’ self-sufficiency: “We believe that a man who notices 
someone else’s good natural endowments and tries to make that person 
his friend by teaching him whatever good he can is doing exactly what 
is appropriate for a gentlemanly citizen” (Mem. 1.6.13—14). In other 
words, Socrates’ erotic pleasures are politically responsible. They re- 
quire the cultivation in his associates of just those virtues that make hu- 
man beings adept at taking care of their city. 


*7As Callicles charges in Plato’s Gorgias 485d3—e2: “A human being [who pursues phi- 
losophy throughout his life] . . . becomes unmanned; he flees from the city’s center and 
the marketplace, where the poet says men win distinction, and slinks away to live his 
whole life in some corner, whispering with three or four boys, never uttering anything 
free or great or powerful.” 
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It is helpful to recall here the difference between Socrates’ political 
interest and Aristippus’ political alienation. Besides being a hedonist 
and a flatterer of tyrants, Aristippus was the first of Socrates’ associates 
to charge for his intercourse. We earlier saw how Xenophon shows 
Aristippus’ preference for alienation to involve a false sense of self- 
sufficient independence from the demands of political life. We can now 
see that his political indifference fits well with unerotic, mercenary re- 
lationships. Without the erotic interest in his associates’ improvement 
that drives Socrates’ relationships and makes them of political benefit, 
Aristippus simply caters to the tastes of his clients. His indifference to 
politics not only provides him with a false model of personal self- 
sufficiency but also shows itself in his unerotic and prostituted relation- 
ships with his associates. This politically indifferent relationship to 
others is the opposite pole from Alcibiades’ politically obsessed rela- 
tionship. Socrates’ erotic (and thus ascetic) independence supports a 
more intimate and principled interest in his associates than either 
alienation or obsession can. The ascetic and the political are reconciled 
in the erotic. 

The Antiphon passage indicates that Socrates’ eroticism has this po- 
litical importance, but it offers only a slight indication of the how, that 
is, of what Socrates’ erotic and unpurchasable intercourse was like. Xe- 
nophon has Socrates describe his activity with his associates this way: 
“The treasures [Onoavpot] that the wise men of the past have left writ- 
ten in their books I open and go through in common with my friends; 
and if we see anything good, we pick it out, and we believe it a great 
profit if we prove useful to one another” (Mem. 1.6.14). To find out 
more about these “treasures” and Socrates’ erotic activity, we must turn 
to the fourth book of the Memorabilia, where Xenophon gives an ex- 
tended account of Socrates’ “seduction” of one particularly talented 
youth named Euthydemus. As we will see, Xenophon here provides the 
third link between Socrates’ self-sufficiency and his smitten imitators, 
by showing the essential role that the mantic plays in Socrates’ erotic 
relationships. ; 

Socrates “often said he was in love [€pav] with someone, though he 
obviously was attracted to good natural dispositions of souls toward vir- 
tue, not of bodies toward youthful good looks” (Mem. 4.1.2). Xenophon 
enumerates Socrates’ criteria of “the good natures”: “easily learning 
what one studies, easily remembering what one has learned, and de- 
siring to learn everything through which one governs well a household 
or city, or generally makes good use of human beings and human af- 
fairs [ta anthropina].” Acuity, memory, and a love of all learning con- 
cerned with governing human beings are what Socrates looks for in his 
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erotic partners.*° But people with these fine natural endowments fall 
prey to typical prejudices about themselves and their powers, so that 
Socrates’ erotic intercourse with them consists especially in exposing 
their ignorance and making them receptive to improvement, especially 
to improvement in self-knowledge. It is the shame of discovering one’s 
false sense of oneself, coupled with the expectation one can advance in 
self-knowledge through intercourse with Socrates, that Xenophon pre- 
sents as the heart of Socrates’ erotic attractiveness.*? 

Part of Socrates’ erotic art was his ability to adapt his “seduction” of 
a promising youth to the particular type of prejudice by which that 
youth’s self-knowledge was obstructed (Mem. 4.1.3). Xenophon dis- 
cusses three typical ways that “the good natures” become conceited and 
overlook the deficiency of their self-knowledge. For the first two types 
he gives only a brief account of Socrates’ approach, while to illustrate 
the third he relates in detail the way that Socrates won over Euthy- 
demus.°*° The first type thinks that because of their natural endow- 
ments they can be good by nature, that is, spontaneously; such people 
hold learning in contempt (Mem. 4.1.3—4). Socrates overturned their 
conceit by demonstrating to them that with humans as with horses 
those with the most natural vigor and capacity are most thoroughly 
corrupted by want of training. Without direction, this greater power 
may simply be squandered in base and harmful actions. The second 
type thinks that they can accomplish whatever they want through their 
wealth, so that they have no further need of education (Mem. 4.1.5). 
These Socrates attacked for not realizing that without learning, their 
wealth is no guarantee of successful action, since they are ignorant of 
the beneficial and the harmful. With both types, then, Socrates’ erotic 
intercourse undermines the naturally talented person’s false sense of 
confidence in his capacity for successful action, a false confidence 
grounded in exactly those sorts of goods that in other places Socrates 
calls “unclear” (adéla). Natural vigor and spirit, access to political 
power, wealth: these are the very sorts of goods that, as we have seen, 


28Compare Republic 485b—486d, where Socrates enumerates among the characteris- 
tics of the true philosopher acuity (486c), memory (486c), and a love of all learning con- 
cerned with true being (485b). 

2°Compare Alcibiades’ drunken account of his attraction to Socrates (in Plato’s Sym- 
posium 215d6—216c3), where Alcibiades’ shame, his enchantment by Socrates, and his ig- 
norance of himself are connected. 

°°Commenting on this section of the Memorabilia, Leo Strauss points out that, strictly 
speaking, none of the three conceited types fulfills the criteria for being a “good nature,” 
so that Xenophon never shows Socrates conversing with someone of the highest type (Xe- 
nophon’s Socrates (Ithaca, N.Y., 1972], p. 94). He is right that all three types Xenophon 
discusses have some characteristic prejudice that limits their love of all learning con- 
cerned with governing human beings well, and so to this extent they are not “good na- 
tures”; but this will not affect my argument. 
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can tempt human beings to deny the humbling dependence of their 
success and happiness on the divine. The political ambition of “the 
good natures” leads them to overrate their power to control their hap- 
piness in something like the way Socrates himself in his conversation 
with the politically indifferent Aristippus exaggerated the capacity of 
kingship to guarantee happiness. Socrates’ erotic love for those with 
good natural endowments is based, from his point of view, on improv- 
ing them by making them aware of this humbling dependence; and 
Socrates erotic attractiveness to his associates is based, from their point 
of view, on the peculiar pleasure of realizing, and perhaps of mitigat- 
ing, one’s shameful lack of self-knowledge. These sublime erotic plea- 
sures are the complete answer to Antiphon’s challenge. 

Xenophon chooses to illustrate most fully this integration of the as- 
cetic, political, and mantic within Socrates’ eroticism with the hand- 
some young man Euthydemus, an instance of the third type of “good 
nature.” Persons of this type are characterized by the belief that “they 
have obtained the best education,” which leads them to “think highly of 
themselves on the basis of wisdom [sophia].” Euthydemus’ conceited 
sense of his own wisdom depends especially on his collection of books 
by “poets and sophists of high repute” (Mem. 4.2.1). With the misplaced 
confidence this bookish learning has produced, Euthydemus “aspires 
to that virtue through which human beings become adept at politics 
and household management, capable of rule, and beneficial to both 
other human beings and themselves”; in short, he “aspires to the finest 
virtue and the greatest art, . . . namely, kingship” (Mem. 4.2.11). Out of 
his erotic interest in the young man, Socrates endeavors to undermine 
this confidence and to replace it with a fuller awareness of what sort of 
wisdom would really be required to fulfill these “kingly” aspirations. In 
the end, Euthydemus became ashamed of his pretensions to wisdom 
and humbly began to imitate Socrates (Mem. 4.2.40). 

Socrates begins his seduction by complimenting Euthydemus on his 
collection of the books of “the so-called wise men of the past”: “I ad- 
mire you, since you do not choose to possess treasures [thésauroi] of 
silver and gold over those of wisdom” (Mem. 4.2.8—9). Xenophon im- 
plicitly reminds us here of the Antiphon passage, where Socrates re- 
ported that his erotic intercourse with his associates involved picking 
out the treasures (thésaurot) from the books of the wise men of the past 
(Mem. 1.6.14).°' His further intercourse with Euthydemus shows him 
replacing the counterfeit treasures of poetry and sophistry, which Eu- 
thydemus could have purchased from the likes of Antiphon or Aris- 


3!The word thésauroi (treasures) appears in the Memorabilia only in these two passages. 
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tippus, with the true and priceless treasures available only in Socrates’ 
erotic relationships. 

The most important of these erotic treasures is a concern with self- 
knowledge as the necessary condition for any successful action, includ- 
ing the “kingly” actions to which Euthydemus aspires. After he realizes 
his inability to answer Socrates’ enquiries about which sorts of acts are 
just and unjust (Mem. 4.2.14—20), Euthydemus exclaims: “By the gods, 
I had always thought I was engaging in philosophy [in my study of my 
books], through which I believed I had been educated in the things ap- 
propriate [ta prosékonta] to a man aiming at gentlemanliness [kaloka- 
gathia)’ (Mem. 4.2.23). Now that he sees he has failed to learn “the 
things appropriate for gentlemanliness,” Socrates suggests to him that 
his failure can be traced to his lack of self-knowledge (Mem. 4.2.24—209). 
Euthydemus, it seems, will be in no position to exercise the kingly art 
with any guarantee of profit until he can recognize “what is expedient 
for himself and what he can and cannot do” (Mem. 4.2.26). 

Socrates goes on to convince Euthydemus of just how problematic 
this sort of knowledge of “the good and the bad” really is (Mem. 4.2.31— 
35). He argues that the goodness of even such apparent blessings as 
health, wisdom, and prosperity is disputable (GqtAoyov), since they 
can sometimes turn out to be disadvantageous. For example, health 
may permit someone to make an unsuccessful military campaign or sea 
voyage that sickness would prevent; or wisdom may make one the ob- 
ject of desire by a tyrant, or envy by a rival. This argument is similar to 
Socrates’ arguments for the necessity of mantic insight: “the hidden 
things” (ta adéla)—namely, whether we will benefit from exercising or 
developing some human power—are beyond human discernment, and 
so require divine signs. Given this parallelism between the disputable 
(amphilogon) and self-knowledge, and the hidden (adéla) and divination, 
one. of Socrates’ examples of how wisdom can be disputable is especially 
striking: Palamedes being killed by Odysseus out of envy for his wis- 
dom (Mem. 4.2.33). Socrates uses the same example after his trial 
(Xen. Ap. 26) to illustrate the injustice of his own conviction, in a con- 
text that emphasizes Socrates’ mantic justification for courting death 
(see Ap. 4-5, 22). 

This connection between Euthydemus’ lack of self-knowledge and 
Socrates’ mantic self-sufficiency is driven home by Euthydemus’ reac- 
tion to discovering that all he thought unquestionably good is in fact 
disputable. At first he is despondent and exclaims: “I concede that I 
don’t even know what I should pray for!” (Mem. 4.2.36). The mention 
of prayer reinforces the connection between “the disputable things,” 
which reveal Euthydemus’ ignorance, and “the hidden things,” which 
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are the objects of divination.” He goes away, “holding himself in con- 
tempt” for his ignorance and “believing that he is in fact slavish” (Mem. 
4.2.39; see also 4.2.21—22). But unlike some who refused ever again to 
associate with Socrates after being reduced to this state, Euthydemus 
became deeply attached to him; and for his part, Socrates from that 
time “explained directly and clearly what he thought one should know 
and what one would be best to do” (Mem. 4.2.40). The first thing Xe- 
nophon shows Socrates explaining in this clear and direct way is a 
proper respect (séphrosyné) for the divine, in a conversation that culmi- 
nates (as we saw in the previous section) in a contrast between Socrates’ 
mantic self-sufficiency and Euthydemus’ and other humans’ depen- 
dence on the mantic art (Mem. 4.3). 

Euthydemus begins with a false confidence in his own wisdom and a 
strong ambition to master the art of kingship. He ends with a pious 
acceptance of human dependence on the divine and an erotic attach- 
ment to Socrates. This attachment was initiated by his shame at his own 
need for self-knowledge to live up to his political aspirations and main- 
tained by his conviction that Socrates could fulfill this need. But his in- 
tercourse with Socrates reveals, to him and to us, that Socrates will not 
fulfill his need as he originally understood it. In the end, it seems that 
only Socrates’ unique daimonic endowment gives him access to the sort 
of self-knowledge required to fulfill political aspirations like those of 
Euthydemus. The self-knowledge Socrates provided to his gentlemanly 
friends is primarily a pious acknowledgment of human limitation in 
the face of the divine, rather than the empowering kingly art they so 
coveted at the beginning of their intercourse with him. Such transmu- 
tations of political ambition into pious humility, mediated by the shame 
of acknowledging one’s ignorance of oneself, are at the heart of Soc- 
rates’ erotic attraction. . 


What then is this “true” Socrates, resisting every appropriation—an 
ascetic to tyrants, a politician to the alienated, a mantic to agnostics, a 
lover to them all? When we correct for the imperfections in these 
imitations of Socrates’ self-sufficiency and triangulate back to their 
source, we do not solve the puzzle but only deepen the mystery. Xeno- 
phon’s Socrates is erotically attractive to his associates because he alone 
has the daimonic insight that (he shames them into seeing) they need 
to fulfill their aspirations, whether political or not, to self-sufficiency. 
He is erotically attracted by his associated because he enjoys improving 
them through bringing them to acknowledge their ignorance. These 


32See especially above, note 16. 
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aspects of Socrates’ self-sufficiency do not somehow add up to a teach- 
ing or doctrine, as if Socrates (like Epicurus or Epictetus, for example) 
could be the exemplar of a successful life to which we should all aspire, 
at least insofar as we are wise. We do not know how to copy him; for 
without his daimonic gift, the erotic tie that binds together the ascetic 
and the political must come undone, so that every imitation is bound to 
tilt toward one pole or the other. In the end, Xenophon teaches us that 
we learn our deepest lessons from Socrates, not simply by trying to im- 
itate him but by acknowledging and accepting the humbling limits to 
our imitation, limits only the erotic self-sufficiency of Socrates could 
transcend, limits we see most clearly and feel most keenly when we re- 
member him.’ 


33Preliminary work on this essay was supported by a Fellowship for University Teach- 
ers from the National Endowment for the Humanities in 1988—89 and by a summer 
grant from the University of Notre Dame's Institute for Scholarship in the Liberal 
Arts. Some of its ideas were first presented at the conference “The Socratic Move- 
ment” at Duke University in 1990, and I thank the other conference participants, par- 
ticularly Michael Gillespie, for their comments. I also thank Alasdair MacIntyre, Alven 
Neiman, Patrick Powers, and especially Paul A. Vander Waerdt for their support and 
encouragement. 
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Xenophon’s Socrates as Teacher 


Donald R. Morrison 


Plato and Xenophon, along with many of their contemporaries, were 
intensely interested in the moral character of Socrates. Insofar as Soc- 
rates has served, and continues to serve, in our tradition as provid- 
ing a certain paradigm for a human life, we too must be interested in 
these questions: What kind of man was Socrates? Was he praisewor- 
thy or not? Should he be emulated? Was he justly or unjustly con- 
demned? These questions are not abstract enough to be, strictly speak- 
ing, philosophical questions. But, as Plato and Xenophon each surely 
believed, the example of Socrates can be an important test case for 
moral theory. 

Xenophon’s goal in the Memorabilia is to defend Socrates against the 
charges leveled against him at the trial.’ In particular, Xenophon de- 
fends Socrates against the charge of corrupting the young by means of 
a thoroughgoing defense of his moral character generally. By showing 
that Socrates was beneficial to those around him, not just in one re- 
spect but in many ways, Xenophon aims to convince the reader that 
Socrates was beneficial to his young associates, hence that he did not 
corrupt them and was therefore unjustly condemned. 

Both Plato’s and Xenophon’s testimony make clear that the most im- 
portant test cases for the charge of Socrates’ corruption of the young 


'Memorabilia 1.1—2 directly treats the trial. The apologetic purpose of the rest of the 
work is signaled at 1.3.1 and 1.4.1. 
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were Alcibiades and Critias.? These extremely gifted and ambitious 
men were for a time associates of Socrates yet later went on to commit 
what Athenian society saw as serious evil deeds.” No one supposed that 
Socrates himself was in favor of such deeds, or exerted evil influence 
on these men by instilling in them the values of ambition and greed 
from which their later behavior sprang. Rather, the thought was either 
that Socrates’ probing, critical spirit had a kind of nihilistic influence 
on the young, relaxing the hold that traditional values might have on 
them and thus allowing the baser human impulses to take over, or that 
quite apart from the question of moral influence, Socrates gave his 
young associates a mental training that amounted to a powerful tool or 
weapon that they could then use for the good or ill of the society 
around them. If Socrates were to hand out this weapon indiscrimi- 
nately, that is without regard to the character of the recipient, Socrates 
himself would be a danger to society. Giving such mental training to 
Alcibiades would be tantamount to putting a sword in the hands of a 
madman. 

Xenophon defends Socrates against both parts of this charge. He ar- 
gues that Socrates not only encouraged positive moral values in his 
young associates, but took care that they learned prudence before learn- 
ing the mechanics of rhetoric and affairs (Mem. 4.3.1). He also argues 
that Socrates was choosy about the moral character as well as the in- 
tellectual gifts of his young companions. His explicit discussion of the 
Alcibiades case comes in Memorabilia 1. But the most detailed account 
we possess of how Socrates conducted himself in selecting—and also 


?Although Critias and Alcibiades are not mentioned in either Plato’s or Xenophon’s 
Apology, Xenophon indicates that they were cited by Polycrates in his speech against 
Socrates (Mem. 1.2.12). (They may be alluded to in Plato’s Apology at 33a4—5.) I will not 
comment here on the complicated matter of how the details of Polycrates’ arguments 
might be influencing Xenophon’s defense. For a survey of this question, see A.-H. 
Chroust, Socrates, Man and Myth (London, 1957). 

“Given their early intellectual curiosity and interest in the sophists, it is reasonable 
to suppose that both Alcibiades and Critias began to associate with Socrates while still 
in their teens. Their association with Socrates continued well into adulthood, however. 
Since Critias was only ten to fifteen years younger than Socrates, and much older than 
Plato and Xenophon, both authors naturally tend to treat him more as a contemporary 
of Socrates than as a student. (See, for example, Mem. 1.2.29, where Critias is criticized 
for trying to seduce a young member of the Socratic circle, Euthydemus.) Of course, the 
basic moral issue is whether Socrates’ influence on his companions is beneficial or harm- 
ful, regardless of their age. His effect on his young associates gets special attention from 
Xenophon for two reasons. First, they are more impressionable, and consequently Soc- 
rates specially seeks them out. Second, the charge at the trial is that he corrupts the 
young. The word for “young” in the charge is veot, which is broad enough in meaning 
that it can be used (or, at least, allowably stretched—see Mem. 1.2.35) to cover men as old 
as thirty. Perhaps this word was chosen deliberately by the accusers to leave no doubt that 
Critias and Alcibiades and Charmides are included. 
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intellectually seducing—his young associates is given to us in Memora- 
bilia 4.2.1 ff., the story of Euthydemus. The subtle and complex struc- 
ture of this account puts the lie to anyone who would claim that 
Xenophon was too dull to understand Socrates.* 


1. The Stages of Socratic Education 


Why did Xenophon choose Euthydemus as his example of how Soc- 
rates selected and educated his associates step-by-step? The answer to 
this question affects our view of how widely we can generalize from his 
example, for Xenophon tells us that Socrates adopted different strat- 
egies, depending on the soul of the interlocutor (Mem. 4.1.3). Impor- 
tant evidence that will help us to answer this question is given in the 
first chapter of book 4, in which Xenophon sets the stage for the story 
of Euthydemus which follows. 

In the opening line of the book, Xenophon asserts that nothing was 
more beneficial @¢kytov) than to be with Socrates and spend time 
with him, no matter what the circumstances or where. But Socrates, 
Xenophon implies, did not desire to spend time with just anyone. He 
would often say: “I love so-and-so,” but the people he desired were not 
the ones with beautiful bodies, but rather those with souls well dis- 
posed toward virtue. He used three traits as signs of such souls: (1) the 
ability to learn quickly; (2) the ability to remember what has been 
learned; and (3) a desire for every kind of knowledge by which they 
could manage the household and the city, and could deal comfortably 
with men and their affairs. Notice that the first two traits differ from 
the third in being less amenable to education. Although the abilities to 
learn and to remember can be developed, they are basically a natural 
gift. Determining whether a young person has either of these traits will 
therefore be relatively easy. The desire for knowledge, however, is some- 
thing that can be awakened in a person who originally lacks it. Here, 
too, the person’s nature matters: even after education, the strength. 
and durability of the desire for knowledge varies from soul to soul; and 
some sluggish souls will resist every effort to arouse in them a desire for 
knowledge. 

Xenophon goes on to tell us that Socrates did not approach every- 
body in the same way. He illustrates this by describing Socrates’ differ- 
ent approach to each of three types: (1) those who thought that nature 


4See H. R. Breitenbach, Xenophon von Athen (Stuttgart, 1966), col. 1825; O. Gigon, 
“Antike Erzählungen über die Berufung zur Philosophie,” MH 3 (1946): 10. 
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had made them good, and therefore scorned his teaching;” (2) those 
who considered that wealth would make them good; and (3) those who 
believed that they had the finest education and were conceited because 
of their wisdom. Socrates approaches Euthydemus as an illustration of 
the third type. 

The relationship between these personality types and the “marks of 
lovability” is important. Presumably, all the young men whom Socrates 
approached were ones he was interested in—else why approach them? 
Thus we may assume that Socrates believed that the young men had at 
least the potential to be objects of his love. This implies that he had 
reason to think that these young men had the two “easily discoverable” 
marks of lovability: the ability to learn quickly and the ability to retain 
what has been learned. If Socrates were to discover that a young man 
lacked these abilities, he would lose interest and leave off his approach. 
What about the third mark—a desire for every kind of knowledge use- 
ful for the conduct of life? Neither of the first two personality types has 
that trait! Neither those who think that they are by nature good, nor 
those who think that wealth is sufficient, desire knowledge. Socrates’ 
approach to these two types is designed to provoke in them a desire for 
knowledge. His strategy is to show them, via argument, that neither na- 
tive talent (in the first case) nor wealth (in the second) is sufficient for 
a successful life. Depending on whether these arguments succeed in 
awakening a durable desire for knowledge in the person or not, Soc- 
rates will either come to “love” the person, or else lose interest. 

By contrast, those of the third type already have the desire for every 
kind of knowledge when Socrates meets them. (The problem with this 
group is not that they do not desire knowledge, but that they mistak- 
enly think that they already have the knowledge they desire!) This 
group has a special attraction for Socrates. Members of the other two 
groups might become lovable if a desire for knowledge can be awak- 
ened in them; but Socrates will find members of the third group lov- 
able from the start. Euthydemus belongs to this third group. Perhaps 
the reason Xenophon chose Euthydemus to illustrate Socrates’ ap- 
proach is that Socrates found Euthydemus especially lovable, and there- 
fore an especially promising prospect. 

Given that Euthydemus is introduced as representing only one of 
three personality types, how widely can we generalize from his exam- 
ple? To answer this question I must anticipate a little. According to the 
interpretation that follows, the process by which Euthydemus becomes a 


°Xenophon’s remarks at Memorabilia 1.2.24 suggest that he would put Alcibiades in 
the first group. 

°On the attractiveness of Euthydemus and on Socrates’ effort to protect him from un- 
wholesome suitors, see Mem. 1.2.29—30. 
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close associate of Socrates has seven stages. Stages 1-3 constitute the 
initial approach, stage 4 is the crucial elenchus, stages 5 and 6 are fur- 
ther testing, and at stage 7 Euthydemus is accepted as a close associate 
of Socrates. When Xenophon presents Socrates’ “approach” to the first 
two personality types (Mem. 4.1.3—-5), what he provides corresponds to 
stage 4. We may assume that for these people, too, there would be pre- 
liminary stages analogous to stages 1-3 in the Euthydemus story. Since 
individual personalities differ, the content or these stages is likely to 
differ considerably from person to person. Stages 5 and 6 in the Eu- 
thydemus story are evidence that Socrates cares about the strength and 
durability of the desire for knowledge, and not merely its minimal pres- 
ence. Since his reasons for caring about these traits apply equally to ev- 
eryone, we are entitled to infer that he would put everyone through 
the testing stages (5 and 6). Furthermore, although the duration may 
vary, the basic character of these stages will be the same for all. 


2. The Testing of Euthydemus 


Socrates hears that Euthydemus “the beautiful,” although very 
young, has acquired a large collection of the writings of the poets and 
the wise. He prides himself on being wiser than others of his age, and 
he is ambitious. Now such a young man is just the sort to interest 
Socrates:’ beautiful, intelligent, ambitious, and with a demonstrated 
serious interest in acquiring wisdom. One may suppose that this same 
description at one time applied to Alcibiades.” 

Socrates seeks the young man out. With some other young compan- 
ions he goes to a leatherworker’s shop that Euthydemus is known to 


7Leo Strauss claims that Euthydemus is not a “good nature” on the grounds that Eu- 
thydemus thought he knew it all and that his earlier desire for learning had been “per- 
verse” (Xenophon’s Socrates (Ithaca, N.Y., 1972], pp- 94, 100). Against this, I would argue 
that Euthydemus’ mistaken opinions are typical of what a young, untutored “good na- 
ture” might naturally fall into on his own, prior to encountering Socrates. l 

8Parallels between Socrates’ discussion with Euthydemus in Memorabilia 4.2 and his 
discussion with Alcibiades in Aeschines’ Alcibiades are detailed in H. Dittmar, Aischines von 
Sphettos: Studien zur Literaturgeschichte der Sokratiker, Untersuchungen und Fragmente, Philol- 
ogische Untersuchungen 21 (Berlin, 1912), pp. 125—28. However, Dittmar’s claim that 
these parallels prove that Xenophon borrowed much of this material from Aeschines is 
exaggerated. For example, Dittmar notes that the level of emotional excitement in the 
Alcibiades continues to rise, whereas in Xenophon it levels off and stays even. “This 
proves,” says Dittmar, “that Xenophon inherited his motif rather than invented it. a 
proves no such thing: as Dittmar himself notes, the difference in the development of the 
two tales results from the difference in the character of the interlocutors. — 

The report in Diogenes Laertius 2.48 of Xenophon’s first encounter with Socrates 
suggests that Xenophon may have modeled the Euthydemus story, at least in part, on 
own youthful experience. (Alternatively, of course, it may be Diogenes or his source who 
models his account on the Euthydemus story.) 
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frequent. But Socrates’ approach is subtle. He does not address Euthy- 
demus directly, but instead addresses to another young man words 
intended to move Euthydemus. What he says—to this other young 
man—is that since teachers are needed for the lesser arts, surely skill in 
the greatest of the arts, that of governing a city, does not come auto- 
matically to men. This initial “softening up” is stage 1. 

Stage 2 of the process by which Euthydemus becomes a closer asso- 
ciate of Socrates happens sometime later. Euthydemus is present, but 
hangs back from the group and is careful not to give the appearance 
that he is impressed with Socrates’ wisdom. This time Socrates men- 
tions Euthydemus by name, though he still does not address him di- 
rectly. I suppose, he says, that when Euthydemus is grown and offers 
advice to the assembly, he will begin his speech by bragging that he has 
never learned anything from anyone. He has never had a teacher, has 
in fact completely avoided learning anything from anyone; yet he will 
give the assembly whatever advice happens to fall into his head. At this, 
everyone present laughs. Euthydemus has been made fun of; he has 
been “stung”; from now on, Xenophon tells us, Socrates has Euthyde- 
mus’ attention. But note Socrates’ timing. If he had made fun of Eu- 
thydemus in this way on their first meeting, quite likely the boy would 
have been put off and would have avoided Socrates from them on. 

Socrates now has Euthydemus’ attention. But Euthydemus will not 
answer Socrates. He remains reluctant to say anything, thinking that 
he will appear more prudent by keeping silent. Further public teasing 
might drive the boy away. So at stage 3 Socrates reverts to his previous 
technique, making general comments about how it is important for as- 
piring politicians to find eminent teachers and to study long and hard. 
But at this stage it will be clear to Euthydemus that Socrates’ remarks 
are meant to apply to him. Xenophon implies that this stage continued 
for some time, though how long he does not say. 

When Socrates notices that Euthydemus is more inclined to endure 
his conversation, and more eager to listen, he moves on to stage 4. Soc- 
rates has it in mind to refute the young man for the first time: to bring 
him, by means of elenchus, face-to-face with his own ignorance. But 
Euthydemus is proud, and his sensibilities are tender. To save him pub- 
lic embarrassment, and thus make the refutation easier for him to ac- 
cept, Socrates goes along to the leatherworker’s shop and talks with 
Euthydemus privately. At first he flatters Euthydemus by praising his 
collection of books and his evident desire for wisdom. Xenophon says: 
“And Euthydemus was pleased to hear this, for he thought that Soc- 
rates believed he was heading in the right direction toward wisdom. Soc- 
rates, well aware that Euthydemus was pleased with this praise” (Mem. 
4.2.9), then begins his elenchus. 
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The elenchus is of the classic type familiar from Plato. Socrates es- 
tablishes that Euthydemus seeks the noblest and greatest art, the art of 
ruling, and that one who has the art of ruling necessarily also has the 
virtue of justice. Euthydemus claims to be as just as any man. But jus- 
tice has its product, just like any other craft. It 1s characteristic of crafts- 
men that they can discriminate the objects of their craft from other 
things. (Here the refutation is logically more powerful than those we 
are familiar with from Plato, because it depends on a weaker assump- 
tion. It is not claimed that craftsmen can explain their craft [Ap. 22b— 
d; cf. Grg. 465a, 501a}—a doubtful requirement—but merely that they 
can discriminate products of their craft from other things, which is 
surely an appropriate minimal condition of craftsmanship.) Socrates 
makes two columns, one for the just and the other for the unjust acts, 
and proceeds to demonstrate that Euthydemus does not know under 
which column various kinds of act should be classed. Lying, enslaving, 
doing mischief—all of these seem to Euthydemus to be unjust, but 
Socrates leads him to acknowledge that under certain circumstances 
they are also just. B 

Socrates brings the refutation home in language also familiar from 
Plato:? “Now then, if someone wants to tell the truth but never says 
the same things about the same things; if when he shows you the road, 
he tells you first that it runs east, then that it runs west, and when 
he makes a single calculation produces first a larger result and then a 
smaller one; what would you think of such a person?” Euthydemus: 
“Clearly,. by god, that he does not know what he thought he knew 
(Mem. 4.2.21). Euthydemus admits that such ignorance 1s slavish, and 
that one must make every effort to avoid being a slave. 

But Euthydemus is in aporia: “Socrates, how discouraged do you 
think I am, knowing that in spite of my pains I am not able to answer 
a question about the things it is most necessary to know, and have no 
other way through which I might improve?” (4.2.23) We have reached 
stage 5, which is the turning point. Euthydemus recognizes his igno- 
rance and the inadequacy of his previous method of searching for 
wisdom. But he is helpless; he has no other method. To break out of 
this state of blockage and discouragement, he is dependent on Soc- 
rates’ help and guidance. Socrates responds to Euthydemus plea with 
a speech in praise of the Delphic maxim “Know thyself. That is not 
what Euthydemus needs. "° “Have no doubt, Socrates, he says, “that I 


9CF. Euthphr. 15b; Lysis 222d; Chrm. 174b; Prt. 361b. 7 eo 

ees bare. noe 8), p. 125, gives the speech a more positive function: “This pas- 
sage is a resting place for Euthydemus, gives him something positive, restores him ae 
auf].” Dittmar’s interpretation and mine are compatible, in a way that enhances the sub- 
tlety of Socrates’ approach. The speech both encourages Euthydemus, through a con- 
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value self-knowledge very highly. But where should one begin the pro- 
cess of examining oneself?” This is what I look to you for, if you are 
willing to tell me” (4.2.30). | 

Socrates responds to Euthydemus’ plea for guidance with another 
elenchus, demonstrating that Euthydemus does not know what things 
are good and bad (4.2.31—36), and that he doesn’t know what dero 
racy is (4.2.36-39). That is, Socrates refuses to give Euthydemus the 
guidance he asks for. The process until now has been one of Socrates 
seducing Euthydemus, which has required careful handling and some 
kindness. At this stage, however, Socrates wishes to test Euthydemus 
and that requires toughness. No guidance, no encouragement, just ref. 
utation and aporia. | 

Stages 4 and 5 show that Xenophon considers subjecting people to 
the elenchus to be an essential part of the Socratic method. In this he 
agrees with Plato, even if he does not put as much literary emphasis on 
it as Plato does. In Xenophon, the function of the elenchus is twofold: 
(1) to awaken a desire for wisdom, for every kind of knowledge relevant 
to the conduct of life; and (2) to test the strength and durability of this 
desire, by seeing if it withstands the frustration of repeated and un- 
mitigated elenchus. Here, too, Xenophon’s view is compatible with 
Plato’s. 

Now that Socrates has refuted him again and again, Euthydemus 
leaves completely discouraged, despising himself and thinking that he 
truly is a slave (4.2.39). Xenophon’s next words indicate that what 
Euthydemus is going through is nothing unusual, but is part of 
ators regular procedure: “Many of those put into this condition by 
a near him again, and he thought these people to 

But Euthydemus understood—without being expressly told!—that 
he would not become worthy of repute (&&tdkoyos) unless he spent as 
much time with Socrates as possible. This is stage 6. Euthydemus hangs 
out with Socrates as much as he can, and even begins to imitate a 
of Socrates’ practices—that is, his life-style, habits, and character. 

Presumably this stage lasted a good while. Here, as elsewhere in the 
Memorabilia, Xenophon compresses time for the sake of economy of 
presentation. When Socrates eventually recognizes that Euthydemus 
really does have the right sort of character, Socrates changes his behav- 
lor once more. No more savagery, no more throwing him into the sea 


ee protreptic, and frustrates him, by refusing to give him what he asked for 
ittmar errs only in calling the speech a resting place. By frustrating Euthydemus 
Socrates intentionally keeps up the pressure. ‘ 
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of aporia without a lifeline. Here at stage 7, Euthydemus is a confirmed 
and close associate of Socrates. 

In stages 1 through 6 Xenophon describes a process, not only of se- 
duction, but of rigorous selection. The rigor of the process is impor- 
tant to Xenophon as a means of defending Socrates against the charge 
of handing out intellectual tools indiscriminately to those who will mis- 
use them. Xenophon wishes to show that Socrates was careful to admit 
into his inner circle only those whose habits and moral values—in- 
cluding but not limited to a commitment to the examined life and the 
search for wisdom—are similar to his own. One question that arises, 
but Xenophon does not address in book 4, is, How successful was 
Socrates’ procedure in ensuring him the right sort of companions? 
This question may be divided into two others: (1) How successful is the 
procedure in weeding out pretenders—those who seem to have the 
right values but do not? (2) How successful is the procedure in weeding 
out unstable characters—those who, having reached stage 7, might 
later fall out of sympathy with Socrates and go on to commit evil deeds? 

These questions bring us back to the cases of Critias and Alcibiades. 
These men were well known to have consorted with Socrates, yet they 
turned out bad. Xenophon has three alternatives for explaining these 
cases. He could claim either (1) that Critias and Alcibiades never 
progressed beyond stage 6, which involved spending a lot of time 
with Socrates, but without intimacy, or (2) that Critias and Alcibiades 
reached stage 7 through subterfuge, pretending to be in sympathy with 
Socrates when they were not, or (3) that Critias and Alcibiades reached 
stage 7 fairly and were admitted to intimacy with Socrates, but their 
characters were unstable, so that they fell away again. For Xenophon’s 
apologetic purpose, the most satisfactory explanation of Critias and 
Alcibiades would the first, that they never really belonged to Socrates’ 
circle at all. However, Xenophon does not go that route.'' In Memora- 
bilia 1.2.12-24 he admits that Socrates included Critias and Alcibiades 
among his companions. Xenophon’s explanation is the third, that Cri- 

tias and Alcibiades met Socrates’ standards for admission to stage 7, but 
that their characters were unstable, so they fell away again. 
According to Xenophon’s portrayal, when Critias and Alcibiades 
first met Socrates they are like Euthydemus in two ways, being talented 
and ambitious. But whereas Euthydemus wants the whole of wisdom, 
the ambitions of Critias and Alcibiades are narrower: they want honor, 
power, and prominence. Euthydemus mistakenly thinks he has the wis- 
dom he wants; by contrast, Critias and Alcibiades recognize that Soc- 
rates has something they lack but believe they need: namely, debating 


1! Pace Chroust (above, note 2), p. 179. 
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skills. Thus, whereas shy Euthydemus needed seducing, Critias and Al- 
cibiades—clearly more forceful characters—probably did not. Xeno- 
phon stresses that Critias’ and Alcibiades’ values were at the outset 
hostile to Socrates. Their attitude was: rather than live the simple in- 
dependent life of Socrates, I would prefer to die (Mem. 1.2.16). But 
under Socrates’ influence, their attitudes and behavior changed. Xe- 
nophon claims that so long as Critias and Alcibiades were with Soc- 
rates, they acted temperately, not because they were afraid of being 
penalized or beaten by Socrates, but because, at the time, they thought 
that this sort of conduct was best (1.2.18). In Memorabilia 1.2 this is 
stated as an isolated fact; but from the Euthydemus story we can infer 
its significance. Before Critias and Alcibiades could become regular 
companions of Socrates, their attitudes and behavior would have to 
have changed. Stages 5 and 6 of the process are designed to ensure 
just that. 

On the other hand, according to Xenophon the Socratic transforma- 
tion of Critias’ and Alcibiades’ characters was not complete. Under- 
neath their virtuous actions and beliefs, their political ambitions and 
base desires remained. So long as Critias and Alcibiades stayed with 
Socrates, they were able, with his help, to master these desires (1.2.24). 
But when they left him, they fell into bad company, and the baser side 
of their natures reemerged. '’° 

What are the lessons of this story? Xenophon’s express purpose in 
this section of the Memorabilia is to argue that Socrates did not corrupt 
Critias and Alcibiades, but on the contrary was a good influence so 
long as they were with him. Moreover, putting this story together with 
the story of Euthydemus, we can see that Socrates exercised due dili- 
gence, taking on as companions only those who came to share his val- 
ues and life-style. But the story of Critias and Alcibiades supplements 
the Euthydemus story by showing that this process, however diligent, is 
fallible. Critias and Alcibiades came to Socrates, met his tests, and 
learned reasoning and dialectical skills from him, as well as temper- 


ance. Later when they parted from Socrates their temperance left- 


them; but the reasoning and dialectical skills they learned from him 
presumably remained, to be put to evil ends (cf. Mem. 4.3.1). 


l '2Xenophon was no intellectualist. His explanation requires that Alcibiades could be- 

lieve that temperance is best, while having contrary (though repressed) desires (én.6v- 
utat). Thus Xenophon, unlike the Socrates of Plato’s early dialogues, believes that beliefs 
and desires can conflict. Although Xenophon does not make the connection explicit 
presumably he can use this belief to explain how, in cases like those of Critias and Al- 
cibiades, virtuous habits can be lost. Under changed circumstances, the suppressed part 
emerges to cause trouble. As explained by Xenophon, Alcibiades’ case resembles that of 
an adolescent guardian in Plato’s Republic who wanders off while on patrol, meets up 
with some barbarians, and is seduced by the glory and excitement of their way of life into 
staying with them forever (compare Rep. 538-39 and Tht. 150e). 
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Once Euthydemus reached stage 7, Xenophon says that Socrates 
“avoided disturbing or confusing him but rather explained most simply 
and clearly the things he thought it most necessary to know and best to 
practice” (4.2.40). With these words those inclined to think that Xeno- 
phon is a bore, and that he passed on this quality to his character 
Socrates, might think their suspicions confirmed. Xenophon’s Socrates 
reveals a certain roughness and irony in relation to those who are not 
his close companions—such as the professional sophists and young 
men whom he wants to impress—but to his close companions he re- 
veals his true self, namely a fatuous giver of conventional moral advice. 
However, this reaction would be a mistake. Clearly Xenophon’s Soc- 
rates does give advice. But it is not entirely, or even mainly, conven- 
tional moral advice. What Xenophon’s Socrates gives, in passage after 
passage throughout the Memorabilia and elsewhere, is Socratic moral 
advice: with all the emphasis on care of the soul and disdain for ma- 
terial well-being that one has learned to expect from Plato's Socrates. 
Moreover, Xenophon’s Socrates is quite willing to back up earnest, 
avuncular advice with biting cross-examination, as in his discussion be- 
tween Xenophon and Critoboulus at Memorabilia 1.3.8-13. 


3. Socratic Moral Advice 


Furthermore, Plato’s Socrates must also give moral advice to his 
students. (By “giving moral advice” I mean “asserting to someone that 
they ought to do [or not do or aim for or avoid] something.”) Notice 
that I do not say: Plato also shows Socrates giving moral advice to his 
students. Plato does not show Socrates giving moral advice to his stu- 
dents. This has given some scholars the impression that Plato’s Socrates 
is not the sort of person to give moral advice.'* But that is a wrong con- 
clusion, because—as we'll see in a moment—the character of Plato’s 
Socrates will lead him to give moral advice, in certain situations. Why 
did Plato choose not to depict these situations in his dialogues? Maybe 
because he thought that Socrates’ advice giving was not a very im- 
portant aspect of his character. If so, Plato was wrong about this, and 
Xenophon right. More likely is the hypothesis that Plato wished delib- 
erately to downplay this side of Socrates’ character. One reasonable 
motive Plato might have had for suppressing scenes of Socratic advice 
giving is that they might leave the (in Plato's eyes, mistaken) impression 
that Socrates was a teacher. In any case, Xenophon’s Socrates is, on this 
point, both more true to life than Plato’s and more complete. 


13See most recently A. Nehamas, “Meno’s Paradox and Socrates as a Teacher,” OSAP 
3 (1985): 1-30. 
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To see that Plato's Socrates is the sort of person to give moral advice, 
consider the Crito. In the Crito, Socrates does not give moral advice, but 
he does give philosophical argument resolutely in favor of a particular 
practical decision. The only reason that his activity is not a case of 
giving practical advice is that the actor in question is not one of his 
associates, but himself.'* Now suppose the practical situation were re- 
versed: the person condemned and considering whether to break out 
of jail is Plato or Phaedo or Crito, and Socrates is party to the discus- 
sion. Would he not take hold of the discussion and lead it similarly to 
the way he does in the Crito? I cannot think of any plausible reason to 
deny that he would.'” And conducting a discussion in this way, an- 
nouncing: “I think Phaedo ought not to escape [or ought to, depend- 
ing on the nature of the case] and here are the reasons why. Let us 
cross-examine them and see if they are sound” is just to give Socratic 
moral advice. The density of philosophical argument in the Crito 
should not mislead us. Philosophical argument is an equally essential 
part of the moral advice given by Xenophon’s Socrates. In both Plato 
and Xenophon, the way that Socrates explains to his students that 
such-and-such a course of action is right, or that so-and-so is the cor- 
rect goal to have, is by showing that this course of action or goal has the 
strongest arguments in its favor. ' True, Plato’s Socrates has more bril- 
liant arguments. But his emphasis on the brilliance of the arguments 
should not blind us to a fact that Xenophon rightly stresses, and the 
evidence in Plato supports, namely that Socrates and his students con- 


“Objection: another reason is that in Crito Socrates is not deliberating about what to 
do, but rather justifying to others a decision already—firmly—made. Reply: Socrates’ 
commitment to following where the argument leads invalidates, in the case of actions not 
yet taken, the distinction between deliberation and justification. If Crito had managed to 
marshall conclusive arguments in favor of escape, then (despite the rhetoric of Crito 54d), 
Socrates would have changed his mind and fled. 

'©One reason that has been suggested to me is this: perhaps Socrates believes that giv- 
ing advice is the wrong way to help, that what is needed is for his associates to find out 
the needful thing for themselves. But this is implausible. Socrates probably did think that 
merely giving people advice on what to do, without the reasons that explain why the ad- 
vice is good advice, is cheap and does not do lasting good to the advisee. But Socratic 
advice is different: it is accompanied by argument and reasons. The Crito shows Socrates 
guiding his associates to the conclusion that Socrates should not escape. So he cannot 
think that his associates must be left to figure out everything by themselves. And if one 
of these young men were about to commit a grievous wrong, in the false belief that the 
action is right, would not Socrates come to his young friend’s aid by convincing him of its 
wrongness? Remember, Socrates loves his young friends. If he is faced with a choice be- 
tween seeing his young friend commit a great wrong and convincing him beforehand of 
its wrongness, surely Socrates’ benevolence would lead him to choose the latter course. 

'®Even when Xenophon’s Socrates gives straight advice, without accompanying argu- 
ment, the assumption is that his advice is reasoned advice and that he has arguments to 
give should they be called for. For example, Socrates’ famous advice to Xenophon to con- 
sult the oracle (An. 3.1.5) is supported by the arguments on when to consult the gods at 
Memorabilia 1.4.1—18 and 4.6.10. 
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stituted a community set off from the rest of the society by distinctive 
values. It is wholly unrealistic to suppose that such a community would 
have been brought into being by a Socrates whose sole dialectical ac- 
tivity was the fruitless search for definitions. No, despite Socrates’ lack 
of success in searching for definitions, he thought he had convincing 
arguments in favor of a certain set of values. Positive moral arguments 
such as we find in the Apology,” Crito, Phaedo, and Memorabilia must 
have been part of Socrates’ daily activity, and they are crucial to our 
evaluation of him as a philosopher and as a moral being. 

Against this it might be objected that even if Socrates did give advice, 
this activity was not very important to him. According to Plato, Soc- 
rates saw it as his mission to deflate people who thought they knew so 
that they would be ripe for undertaking enquiry; his mission was not to 
advise those who were aware that they did not know. If that is so, the 
advice giving was probably a very marginal Socratic activity. Given his 
mission, it seems probable that he talked most often with, and sought 
out, people who would prefer to give advice rather than receive (a 

In view of the meager evidence, no one cay say with confidence how 
much time Socrates spent on which activity. But the objection seems to 
me psychologically improbable. Socrates had a circle of friends and ad- 
mirers. He loved these people. How could he not desire to spend time 
with them, and to give them what help he was able—including advice? 

The moral importance of Socrates’ advice giving is part of a larger 
point. There is an “intellectualizing” current of Socrates interpretation 
which holds that what is morally important about Socrates is his intel- 
lectual activity, that is, dialectic. The persistently negative results of So- 
cratic dialectic lead some intellectualizing interpreters to the view that 
Socrates’ beneficial influence on those around him consists in his dia- 
lectical refutations of their views, and their consequent recognition of 
ignorance. The intellectualizing interpretation of Socrates is suggested 
by some things Plato says, and surely Plato places greater emphasis on 
this aspect of Socrates than Xenophon does. But it should be clear that 
the intellectualizing interpretation of Socrates is not Plato’s own. 

Plato recognizes the importance of Socrates’ moral example, and of 
the influence his approval and disapproval has on his young associates. 


'7See esp. Ap. 30a—b, d; 36c; and 41a. 

'8 Advice giving was the role of Socrates’ daimonion. This might tempt someone to 
suggest that Socrates’ daimonion “took over” the advice-giving role, so that Socrates him- 
self never gave advice, either to himself or to others, but always “projected” that role onto 
the daimonion. This suggestion, however, gives the daimonion far too great a scope. 
Socrates’ daimonion is a difficult and mysterious topic; but surely the daimonion inter- 
vened only in matters beyond human foresight, and only (or usually) negatively. The 
scope of appropriate advice giving in normal human affairs is much wider than this. 
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The evidence for this is scattered throughout the dialogues, but Alcib- 
iades—famously—puts it best: “Socrates is the only man in the world 
who can make me feel ashamed” (Symp. 216b). Both silently, by his ex- 
ample, and verbally, through both ridicule and refutation, Socrates 
makes people feel ashamed. 

In both Plato’s and Xenophon’s portrayals, Socrates induces this 
sense of shame not only, or even primarily, by intellectual means. In- 
stead, as Alcibiades knew, he induced shame in his companions by 
means of his mastery of erotics: his ability to make himself so attractive 
to the young people around him that they yearned to follow his exam- 
ple and to earn his approval and became despondent and ashamed of 
themselves when they failed. His mastery of erotics is obviously an es- 
sential feature of Socrates the teacher. To this theme I shall return. 


4. Socrates as Moral Educator 


The portraits that Plato and Xenophon paint of Socrates are less in- 
compatible than they might seem. Even though Plato does not actually 
show Socrates doing it, he does give testimony that Socrates gave a cer- 
tain kind of practical advice, namely, advice about what to study and 
with whom. Xenophon’s Socrates also showed concern with (Mem. 4.7) 
and claimed expertise in (Ap. 20—21) these educational matters. 

At the beginning of the Laches, Laches praises Socrates’ abilities as an 
adviser for the education of the young, since “he is always spending his 
time wherever there is a fine field of study or occupation for the young 
of the sort that you [Lysimachus and Milesias] are looking for” (1800). 
Then Nicias adds his support: Socrates has recently introduced to him 
a music teacher for his son, a man who not only is a skilled musician, 
but who “in every other respect you might wish is a worthy companion 
for young men of that age.” In this dialogue, of course, Socrates de- 
clines to give such practical advice. It suits Plato’s purpose to have him 
direct the discussion toward more abstract topics. But the words of 
Laches and Nicias testify that Socrates was regarded as a good adviser 
about the education of the young quite generally—not just about phi- 
losophy in the narrow sense—and that he did give such advice. 

Similarly, in the Theages Demodocus comes to Socrates for advice 
about placing his son with a sophist (122a). Socrates puts him off a lit- 
tle, saying: “This is a most divine matter”; and he expresses wonder 
that Demodocus would have thought Socrates better than Demodocus 
himself at advising the son. But even so, and whether or not the 
Theages is actually by Plato, it does give evidence that Socrates was re- 
garded as the sort of man one goes to for advice about the education of 
the young. 
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The beginning of the Protagoras reinforces this impression. The ad- 
vice Socrates gives to young Hippocrates about the dangers of spend- 
ing time with a sophist could come only from a man who has thought 
long and carefully about education. That Hippocrates would come to 
Socrates for an introduction to Protagoras at all suggests that Socrates 
not infrequently took on the middleman’s role. 7 

Socratic advice about what to study and whom to study with is prac- 
tical advice about what to do, not theoretical advice about, for instance, 
which moral principles to believe in. The two kinds of advice are im- 
portantly different. But Plato and Xenophon present Socrates as a kind 
of moral expert. The model of expertise for Socratic advice about 
moral principles is something like “older colleague” or “more advanced 
student.” If you are one of his intimates, he will state plainly what prin- 
ciples he believes in, and commend them to you.*° But the com- 
mendation is based on his assumption—rooted in extensive dialectical 
experience—that if you investigated the question with him for a while, 
you would come to see the truth of this principle for yourself. And in 
both Plato and Xenophon, Socrates does not want his associates to be- 
lieve the principles merely on his say-so. He wants them to go through 
the arguments with him, proofing them at every step, so that their be- 
lief will be based on understanding, and in hopes that he might learn 
something new. 

Some practical decisions in life hinge mainly on a question of moral 
principle. Thus Socrates’ decision about whether or not to escape from 
jail hinges mainly (though not entirely) on the question of whether such 
an action would be just or not. Therefore, it is appropriate for Socrates 
in the Crito to direct the conversation toward a discussion of moral 
principles. However, not all practical decisions are of this sort. In par- 
ticular, decisions concerning what to study and whom to study with are 
not like that. To know what a particular young person ought to study, 
and with whom, one needs to be, as Socrates says in the Laches, “an ex- 
pert in the care of souls” (185d). To possess this expertise in its com- 
plete form presumably requires knowledge of important and difficult 


19A further example in the Socratic literature occurs in Aeschines’ Aspasia, where Cal- 
licles asks Socrates to recommend a teacher for his son, and Socrates recommends As- 
pasia (fr. 17 Dittmar). In Xenophon’s Oeconomicus 3.6, Socrates recommends that 
Critoboulus study with Aspasia. Since Critoboulus is a middle-aged aristocrat, this inci- 
dent proves what one would anyway have guessed: that Socratic advice giving, like his 
elenchus, is in principle available to everyone, regardless of age or social status. l 

20Socrates can also be frank about his principles to nonintimates, as, for example, in 
his confrontation with Callicles in the Gorgias and to the Athenian crowd during his de- 
fense speech. But Socrates will be consistently frank with intimates in a way he is not with 
strangers, to whom he is often ironical, evasive, and negatively dialectical instead. 
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moral principles—such as what the best life is for a human being, if 
there is such a thing. But it also requires an understanding of partic- 
ulars—above all, of particular souls. The expert in the care of souls 
must be able to judge accurately what the condition of a particular soul 
is, what its strengths and weaknesses are, and where its potentialities 
lie. Moreover, an understanding of how various influences affect var- 
ious souls is also required. In regard to the question—With whom 
should this young person study?—this understanding also involves the 
ability to judge accurately the characters of the prospective teachers. 
When Socrates gives positive educational advice to young boys, he 
often cannot hope to bring them to see for themselves its correctness 
through his usual elenctic demonstration. (The negative task of show- 
ing the boy that his own ideas about his education are ill founded is, by 
contrast, ideally suited for elenchus.) In the first place, for psycholog- 
ical reasons that have become notorious since Freud, people have spe- 
cial difficulties obtaining an accurate view of their own characters. In 
the second place, the boys simply lack the experience that would en- 
able them to understand (a point much stressed by Aristotle). Socrates’ 
ability to give educational advice is a moral expertise, but its model is 
not that of “older colleague” or “more advanced student.” Of the stan- 
dard models of expertise in Athenian culture, the best one for this pur- 
pose is, I believe, the “trainer.” A trainer’s judgments about what to eat, 
how and when to practice, and, for example, which other trainers to 
seek out to learn specific skills are based on long experience as well as 
an understanding of certain basic principles. Because of the experien- 
tial element, the trainer cannot always justify his judgments. Some- 
times he just tells the trainee what it would be best for him to do, and 
the trainee must just accept it. The trainee’s acceptance need not rest 
on blind faith. It may be based on a general confidence in the trainer’s 
expertise, which in turn is based on the extent of the trainer’s experi- 
ence, the reputation of the trainer’s own teachers, and the trainer’s own 
past record of success—both in practicing the art itself, perhaps, and in 
training others.”! Socrates acts directly as a “trainer” in influencing the 
characters of his young associates.”” In his role as educational expert, 
Socrates is a kind of “master trainer”: he is the trainer one goes to for 


?!For Socrates’ own list of criteria, see Lach. 185b—1 86c. 

?2For Socrates as trainer, see M. Foucault, The Use of Pleasure: The History of Sexuality, 
vol. 2 (New York, 1985), p. 1, chap. 3, pp. 72—73- Foucault wisely rejects intellectualizing 
interpretations of Socrates, calling the recognition that “mathesis alone is not sufficient; it 
has to be backed up by a training, an askesis,” ... “one of the great Socratic lessons” 


(p. 72). 
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advice concerning which trainers to choose. In that role, Socrates must 
give advice that he cannot fully justify to the recipient.” 

The difference between Xenophon’s Socrates and Plato’s is also mit- 
igated by the fact that Plato’s Socrates is not always as savage as he is 
with Gorgias, Polus, Thrasymachus, Euthyphro, and the Athenian 
crowd. Indeed, careful analysis will reveal significant differences in 
Socrates’ attitude and conduct toward these people. But more impor- 
tant for us are the gross differences between Socrates’ relative hostility 
toward these people—persons outside his moral community, who, he is 
confident, will remain outside it regardless of how the conversation 
goes—and his kind, gentle, and appreciative attitude toward his own 
associates—-Glaucon and Adeimantus in the Republic, Crito in the Crito, 
Simmias and Cebes in the Phaedo. Plato and Xenophon agree in show- 
ing Socrates displaying a vastly different manner to those inside his cir- 
cle, and to those firmly outside of it. Neither of these groups, however, 
is the most interesting for us. The group into which Euthydemus falls 
at the beginning of the discussion in Memorabilia 4 is a third, very im- 
portant group: those who are potential intimates of Socrates. By my 
count, Plato shows Socrates in discussion with only four “potential in- 
timates”: Cleinias, Lysis, Menexenus, and Charmides.”* From these 
four portraits we learn a little about Socrates’ approach to this group, 
but not much. In the Euthydemus Socrates employs open protreptic, 
praising philosophy to the young Cleinias. Perhaps one reason why 
Plato lets him do this is that the sophists Euthydemus and Dionysidorus 
had already accomplished the task of elenchus.*” Neither the Lysis nor 
the Charmides gives us even that much data. In the Lyszs, Menexenus, 
the older and more experienced boy, gives up rather quickly in the face 
of refutation, and Lysis, the new boy, takes over. But Lysis undergoes 
no character development in the dialogue, and Socrates does not vary 


?°“Thus Nehamas is wrong to argue that moral experts are worthy of obedience only 
if we can understand and approve of their reasons (“Socratic Intellectualism,” PBACAP 
2 [1986]: 302—3). Justified belief that certain people are moral experts can be gotten sim- 
ply from observing their track record. And if these people can give us convincing reasons 
that they are in a position to know or adequately appreciate reasons that we ourselves are 
not able to know or appreciate, we may reasonably conclude that, in the areas governed 
by these reasons, we ought to accept their authority. 

Hippocrates in the Protagoras might be added as a fifth (see esp. Prt. 311b—314C). 
Note that the bystanders in Socratic dialogues often include “potential intimates.” A full 
exploration of this problem would have to analyze, case by case through the dialogues, 
Socrates’ “indirect communication”—the intended effect of his words (and of the en- 
tire discussion that he steers) upon those who are present but to whom he is not directly 
talking. 

25Whether Cleinias is really a beginner is cast into doubt later in the dialogue (2goc— 
291a), when Socrates, the narrator, admits that Cleinias had been represented as giving 
answers to Socrates’ questions that no neophyte would be likely to give. 


[ 198 ] Donald R. Morrison 


his approach. We learn something more about Menexenus in the dia- 
logue named after him, when Socrates supposes that Menexenus is go- 
ing in for politics, having finished with education and philosophy. 
Menexenus says that he will seek office “if Socrates allows and advises 
it.” This is a curious remark, since it implies that Menexenus still 
considers himself one of Socrates’ circle, and that Socrates’ followers 
expected, and presumably received, such advice. But Socrates’ suppo- 
sition, and his sarcasm later in the dialogue, reveal that Menexenus is 
not now, if he ever was, regarded by Socrates as one of his associates. 
Finally, in the dialogue named after him, Charmides shows himself to 
be a charming and intrinsically promising boy, whose later turn to tyr- 
anny is implicitly explained by the strong influence of his intemperate 
guardian Cleinias. All in all, there is not much in Plato to compare with 
Xenophon’s account of Socrates’ conquest of Euthydemus. 


5- Socrates as Master of Erotics 


The grand theme of Socrates as the master of erotics, common to 
Plato and Xenophon, is the most important (if also very difficult) piece 
of evidence that Socrates took an interest in all aspects of the education 
of the young. The theme is significant, because unless Socrates has 
knowledge of erotics, his avid pursuit of talented young people is un- 
justified and wrong. 

In Plato’s Symposium Socrates says that erotics is the one thing he 
knows (177d); in the Lysis (211e) and in the Theages (128b) fundamen- 
tally the same claim recurs.*° In Xenophon’s Symposium Socrates pre- 
sents a version of this claim that connects it directly with education.?’ 
Socrates says that he prides himself most on being a “procurer” at 3.10, 
where the word used has sexual connotation. Later, at 4.57, Socrates 
explains what he means. The procurer is one who can make a person 
attractive to his or her associates. Thus, the best procurer is one who 
can make a person attractive to the whole city (4.60). (Notice that 
Socrates the procurer, condemned to death by a popular court, was 
thus a failure as a procurer, namely at applying his art to himself. To 
suppose that this consequence was not noticed by Xenophon would be 
to make a serious error. Sometimes Xenophon’s irony is even stronger 
than Plato’s, because it is carried out more quietly.) 


26See also the dialogue with Critoboulus on friendship, where Socrates is giving advice 
on the choice of friends (which includes the choice of teachers), and explicitly erotic im- 
agery is used (Mem. 2.6.28—29). See also Cyr. 8.4.17-19 and Mem. 4.1.2. 

27 For Socrates’ claim to educational expertise, see Xen. Ap. 20-21. 
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In what follows, Socrates ascribes to Antisthenes the trade not only 
of procurer, but also of go-between, a trade which he says “follows on” 
procuring. Being a go-between follows on procuring in the sense of 
perfecting it. The go-between not only makes people attractive to each 
other, makes them desire each other, but also 1s able to recognize those 
who are useful to each other—and, by implication, those who are not 
(4.64). Now procuring alone is no virtue—whether being made attrac- 
tive to a particular person is a good thing or not depends on whether 
that person’s company is beneficial. But the trade of go-between is a 
virtue in the strict Socratic sense. With it, as Socrates says, a person can 
arrange valuable friendships, not only among individuals but also be- 
tween states. Moreover, the role of educational expert, the ability to 
know with whom a particular young person should study and associate, 
is but one branch of the art of the go-between. 

The art of the go-between is especially useful because it can be ap- 
plied reflexively: if a person has mastered the art of the go-between, he 
can recognize those whose company will be beneficial to him, and those 
to whom his company will be beneficial; and he can make himself at- 
tractive to such people. If Socrates were to possess this art, he would 
know which young people are suited to his company, and he would be 
able to attract them. 

Socrates ascribes to Antisthenes the art of the go-between. Although 
I think he chose Antisthenes for a reason,”® I also think that his choice 
was a humorous and well-bred way of describing the art upon which he 
prides himself.?? Let me put it this way: unless Socrates does possess 
the art of the go-between, at least in educational matters, he has no 
business seducing the young as energetically and as selectively as he 
does. For if Socrates does not possess this art, then he cannot know 
whether or not he is harming these youngsters: some by his associating 
with them, others, perhaps, by driving them away. That is, unless Soc- 
rates possesses the art of the go-between, he cannot know whether he 
is guilty of corrupting the young. And if he does not know that, then 
he has no business taking the risk. 

This risk should not be underestimated. In fact, the moral dan- 
gerousness of Socrates’ situation in cultivating the company of bright, 
impressionable young men is parallel to Euthyphro’s in the Platonic 
dialogue. Euthyphro’s action in prosecuting his father is morally con- 
troversial, and its potential consequences are grave. In the dialogue, 
Socrates makes clear his attitude that under such circumstances one 
had better know what one is doing (Euthphr. 4e). Anyone who would run 


28See also Mem. 3.4—4. 
29See also Oec. 3.14—16. 
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such risks had better be sure of his expertise. Similarly, if Socrates does 
not know whether he is corrupting the young, he had better not run 
the risk of associating with them. 

In the Laches Plato shows Socrates to be extremely aware of the 
moral gravity of decisions concerning education. Melesias and Lysima- 
chus are looking for a teacher for a young man, and Socrates says to 
them: “Or do you think it a slight matter that you and Lysimachus have 
now at stake, and not that which is really your greatest possession? For 
I take it that according as the sons turn out well or the opposite will the 
whole like of their father’s house be affected, depending for better or 
worse on their character” (185a; see also 186b). But, unfortunately, in 
the Laches Plato has Socrates disclaim the very skill that he must have 
if he is to defend his practice of seeking out and selecting young asso- 
ciates. The skill required is the art of caring for souls (185c). This en- 
ables one to know what particular things a particular young person 
needs to learn (Lach. 185e—186e). This art Socrates explicitly disclaims: 
“Now I, Lysimachus and Melesias, am the first to avow that I have had 
no teacher in this respect, ... and to this moment I remain powerless 
to discover the art myself” (185c).°° 

Socrates, an intensely charismatic man who is fully aware of his cha- 
risma, actively cultivates the company of talented young men. If he is 
as ignorant of the “art of caring for souls” as he admits in the Laches, 
then he does not know whether associating with him is good for these 
young men or bad for them. The Socrates of the Laches does not know 
whether he is guilty of corrupting the young. And if Socrates does 
not know that, then he—like Euthyphro—has no business taking the 
risk.?! 

In the Theaetetus, however, Socrates claims a related ability. In the 
famous “midwife” passage, Socrates says about those unfortunate 
young men whose minds are not pregnant that “with the best will in 
the world I undertake the business of matchmaking; and I think I am 
good enough at guessing [xavu ikav@c toné&fw]—God willing—with 
whom they might profitably keep company. Many of them I have given 


3°To be precise, Socrates does not need the whole of this art in order to defend him- 
self, but only enough of it to be able to make correct decisions concerning his own case. 
However, neither here nor elsewhere does Plato defend the view that Socrates has even 
this much of the art. 

3!In the Apology, Socrates defends himself against Meletus’ charge by claiming that he 
does not intentionally corrupt the young. While this is an effective defense against Mel- 
etus, it does not help him here. If Socrates does not know whether he is corrupting the 
young or not, he is running an awful risk, and he ought to stop. (Of course, if Socrates 
is right about the ignorance of his compatriots, then they are in no better position than 
he is.) 
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away to Prodicus; and a great number also to other wise and inspired 
persons” (151b). 

This passage confirms the other testimony from Plato and Xeno- 
phon that Socrates gave young people advice about what and with 
whom to study. Here Socrates does claim reliable judgment in what Xe- 
nophon’s Symposium calls “the trade of the go-between.”** But Socrates 
stops short of claiming either knowledge of what is best for these young 
men or the art (téxvn) of caring for souls. What he claims is, in the lan- 
guage of the Gorgias, a certain knack: he is good at guessing what is good 
for them, God willing.” This raises several questions. Is guessing cor- 
rectly good enough? (Compare the discussion of true belief later in the 
Theaetetus.) What are Socrates’ grounds for believing that his guesses 
are correct? The advice Socrates gives has a decisive impact on these 
young mens’ lives. Therefore, it is morally crucial that Socrates’ con- 
fidence in his judgments be well grounded. But in the Theaetetus, 
Socrates’ confidence concerning this matter is left unexplained and un- 
defended. One suspects that the Socrates of the Laches would claim that 
the only person who is justified in being confident of his judgments 
about educational matters is the person who possesses the art of caring 


for souls.*4 ; ; 
In his judgments about infertile souls, Socrates can only “guess.” By 
contrast, for dealing with intellectually pregnant young men, Socrates 


32Qbjection: the final sentence of this passage drips with irony. Socrates does not 
think that Prodicus will benefit young people, nor that these “other persons” are truly 
wise and inspired. Since the people Socrates is sending the young people to will not ben- 
efit them, and Socrates knows this, the claim that he engages in matchmaking is not 
meant straight, but only ironically. Reply: Socrates did think that learning to make dis- 
tinctions, which Prodicus taught, was useful, even if Prodicus carried it to extremes. Fur- 
ther, the objector must decide how much to take ironically: Socrates’ claim to send young 
people to others or only his claim that those he sends them to benefit them. If only the 
second claim is meant ironically, then Socrates is knowingly sending young people to 
those who will not benefit them, and so he is pandering, not matchmaking. Taking the 
first claim ironically runs afoul of all the other testimony that Socrates gave educational 
advice. This text and the others I cite confirm each other on this point. —— — 

For a reading of the passage as ironical, see M. F. Burnyeat, “Socratic Midwifery, 
Platonic Inspiration,” BICS 24 (1977): 7—13. Burnyeat’s reading works best if the verb 
vivn at 151b5 is taken to mean “please” rather than “benefit.” But if Socrates sends 
young people to those who merely please them, he is a panderer. Those who are tempted 
to find Vlastovian “complex irony” at work in this passage might consult my objections 
to this notion in “On Professor Vlastos’ Xenophon,” AP 7 (1987): 9—22 at pp. 1 1-14. 

33Just how good does Socrates think his ability is? It is hard to tell precisely: návv 
ikavas is a rare phrase in fourth-century Greek prose. Presumably it means “well 
enough for one’s purposes, but not infallibly.” Socrates’ awareness of the importance of 
acting as a go-between is shown by the phrase “God willing” (ovv Ge w einer), which is a 
conventional expression used to ward off the penalties for hubris. 

34Clearly, this passage in the Theaetetus raises—but does not help resolve—the noto- 
rious problem in Socratic epistemology of how one is justified in relying on particular 
judgments if one lacks knowledge of the matter at hand. 
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claims to possess a techné—the art of midwifery. The “highest power” of 
this art of his is the ability to test whether a young man’s ideas are false 
or fertile (150c). In this passage Socrates assumes that undergoing his 
midwifery is beneficial to the young people who undergo it. This as- 
sumption is implied by his calling it midwifery, the true art, rather than 
pandering. But of course, this assumption is controversial and needs 
defense. The thesis, put in terms of Plato’s metaphor, that Socrates’ ac- 
tivity is midwifery rather than pandering, is precisely the point denied 
in more ordinary language by Socrates’ accusers in their charge that he 
corrupts the young. In the Theaetetus Plato creates a rich and lovely im- 
age that rhetorically suggests Socrates’ innocence: Socrates is a mid- 
wife, and how could midwifery not be beneficial? But in the Theaetetus, 
Plato uses this image to avoid, rather than address, that issue. 

Recently C. D. C. Reeve has faced up to the problem of whether 
Socrates’ elenctic activity could be shown not to corrupt the young, and 
he has admitted that he cannot find a solution.” He notes the remark- 
able fact that the question of whether the elenchus tended to corrupt 
the young is not much discussed by recent writers. Sensibly, he then ob- 
serves that one would have to know quite a bit about the psychological 
effects of the elenchus in order to settle the question with authority. 

Thomas Brickhouse and Nicholas Smith, on the other hand, offer a 
solution to the problem. They propose that Socrates can claim to know 
that he is not corrupting the young, on the basis of two other facts: 
he has been commanded by the gods to associate with the young in 
the way he does (PI. Ap. 33c); and the god is wise, and hence infallibly 
beneficent.” 

This is a good argument: if Socrates did know the premises, he 
would be entitled to know the conclusion that he does not corrupt the 
young. But does Socrates know the premises? Xenophon’s Socrates pro- 
vides arguments for the second premise at Memorabilia 1.4; while Pla- 
to’s Socrates, as Brickhouse and Smith acknowledge, merely assumes 
it?” Xenophon’s account lacks the story of Socrates’ divine mission that 
Plato gives,”? so his Socrates does not know the first premise. The 
Socrates of Plato’s Apology seems utterly convinced of his divine mis- 
sion. But does he know the first premise? Surely not; for, first, if all 
he knows is his ignorance (and he does not know anything “fine”), then 


35G. D. C. Reeve, Socrates in the Apology (Indianapolis, 1989), pp. 166—69. 

36T. Brickhouse and N. Smith, Socrates on Trial (Princeton, 1989), pp. 199—200. This 
conception of Socrates’ divine mission is shared by G. Vlastos: “Piety is doing god’s work 
to benefit human beings” (Socrates: Ironist and Moral Philosopher (Ithaca, N.Y., 1991), 
p. 176). 

3 They call it an “article of faith”: Brickhouse and Smith (above, note 36), p. 120. 

38See P A. Vander Waerdt, “Socratic Justice and Self-Sufficiency: The Story of the 
Delphic Oracle in Xenophon’s Apology of Socrates,” OSAP 11 (1993): 1—48. 
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he does not know that he is carrying out the will of the god. Second, 
and perhaps more important, interpreting the Delphic oracle is a no- 
toriously risky business. In order to know that his activities are ap- 
proved by the god, Socrates must know not only that the oracle is the 
accurate expression of the god’s judgment but also that he has inter- 
preted the oracle correctly, and that he is carrying out the instructions 
competently and accurately. In all fairness, the interpretation of the or- 
acle and the execution of the instructions are complicated and inher- 
ently controversial matters, which Plato’s Socrates is not in a position to 
claim to know.”?’ 

Our earlier discussion has shown that the performance of the god’s 
instructions is a more complicated matter than interpreters of Plato’s 
Socrates have tended to realize. If we set aside the implausible view 
that elenchus is beneficial always and everywhere and however con- 
ducted, then Plato’s Socrates faces the questions about his execution of 
the divine mission to which Xenophon responds with the story of Eu- 
thydemus. Is Socrates choosing the right people to refute? The right 
moment? Is he effectively mixing in other approaches—flattery, en- 
couragement, sarcasm, indirect communication—so that the elenchus, 
when it comes, will be maximally effective? For Plato’s Socrates to know 
that he is correctly carrying out the god’s mission (and therefore ben- 
efiting his compatriots) he would need to know the answers to these 
questions. This is more than his profession of ignorance will allow him 
to claim. 


6. Was Socrates a Teacher of Virtue? 


Socrates’ relation to Euthydemus and to the other young men around 
him raises the famous question of whether Socrates was a teacher of 
virtue. Socrates himself denied that he was a teacher of virtue—on this 
point both Plato and Xenophon agree.*° But in both Plato and Xeno- 
phon, Socrates does claim to be beneficial to his compatriots.*) And 
this means claiming that he can make them better persons, that is, 
more virtuous. How, then, can Socrates disclaim being a teacher of 
virtue? 

Plato and Xenophon offer different answers to this question. Plato’s 
Socrates denies that he is a teacher of virtue on the grounds that he is 


39One might claim that Socrates can justify his claim properly to perform the god’s 
instructions by appeal to the god’s foresight: if Apollo had foreseen that Socrates would 
foul it up, he would have had the prudence not to have given him the mission in the first 
place. But the Delphic oracle typically gives its recipients plenty of room to go wrong. 
40Xen. Mem. 1.2.3, 1.2.8; but cf. Mem. 1.6.13,14. See also Mem. 4.4.5; Pl. Ap. 1ge, 20c. 
‘1See esp. Pl. Ap. 31b, 36c; Xen. Ap. 32; Mem. 1.2.8; 1.4.1; 1.6.13, 14. 
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not a teacher (Ap. 19e, 20c). Xenophon’s Socrates, by contrast, does 
claim to teach, but not virtue. Xenophon’s Socrates disclaims the title of 
teacher of virtue, because he has not mastered the art. There are two 
reasons for this. First, a master craftsman can promise his customer a 
high-quality product of his craft. But Socrates cannot promise to make 
someone virtuous (Mem. 1.2.3). For one thing, only a few people are 
suited to become his. students. Of course, every craftsman requires 
good materials. A more distinctive difficulty for the craft of moral ed- 
ucation is that it requires the active cooperation of the “raw materials.” 
Becoming virtuous requires continual effort and cooperation on the 
part of the learner.** Socrates can make the sort of careful tests that 
we see in the Euthydemus story, but he cannot guarantee the young 
man’s stamina, or that other, less beneficial influences will not seduce 
him away. 

Second, Socrates does not know everything there is to know about 
virtue. There is much he has not figured out yet. Xenophon’s Socrates 
knows some things about virtue, and he is willing to teach his compan- 
ions whatever good he can (Mem.1.6.13—14; 4.7.1). But this falls short 
of the complete art of virtue.*° 

Plato’s Socrates gives a different reason. Plato’s Socrates denies that 
he is a teacher of virtue on the grounds that he does not teach at all 
(Ap. 19e, 20c). Does Xenophon’s Socrates deny that he is a teacher? An- 
swering this question turns out to be a little complicated. Xenophon 
claims at Memorabilia 4.7.1 that “everything it is fitting for a good man 
[koAdckayabds àvýp] to know, Socrates eagerly taught [&(S5aoxev], so 
far as he himself knew it.” Strictly speaking, Xenophon’s claim is com- 
patible with Socrates’ teaching nothing, if there is nothing that he 
knows. But rhetorically and in the context, it is clear that Xenophon 
means to imply that Socrates knows quite a few things that the good 
man needs to know, and that he taught them. 

Xenophon makes this claim about Socrates. Does he show Socrates 
making this claim about himself? Yes, but indirectly. Socrates tells An- 
tiphon that “we think that whoever makes a friend of one whom he 
recognizes as having a good nature, and teaches him what good he can, 
does what a good man and citizen ought” (Mem. 1.6.13). Since Socrates 
aimed at being a good man, we may safely suppose that he would apply 


4?See the emphasis on Socrates’ companions’ efforts at self-improvement at Memora- 
bilia 1.2.3. 

In his Alcibiades Aeschines gives a third reason why Socrates is not a teacher of vir- 
tue, one that would prevent Socrates from being a teacher of virtue in the ordinary 
sense; namely, that he was able to help Alcibiades only due to a “divine dispensation” 
(Əsa poipa), that is, “because of love” (frs. 11a—c Dittmar). If Socrates really depended 
on something as uncertain as a divine dispensation to guarantee the suitability of his 
young associates to benefit from his company, then he was a dangerously reckless man. 
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this principle to himself. By claiming that the good man teaches his 
good-natured friends what good he can, Socrates is implicitly acknowl- 
edging that he himself will “teach his friends what good he can.” 

Xenophon’s Socrates thinks that his claim to benefit those around 
him is based primarily on the influence of his moral example,*4 sec- 
ondarily on the truth of the moral beliefs for which he argues in dis- 
cussion with his students, and (implicitly—this is never said in so 
many words) only thirdly on the training in philosophy and dialec- 
tic that he gives them. Which, if any, of these activities count as 
“teaching”? 

In the Memorabilia, Xenophon’s Socrates does not make explicit 
whether providing a moral example counts as teaching. He certainly 
thinks that being influenced by a moral example counts as learning: he 
twice quotes with approval Theognis’ line “From the good you shall 
learn good things.”*° But it does not follow from this that providing the 
example counts as teaching. 

The context of the claims that Socrates “teaches what good he can” 
makes clear that Xenophon and Xenophon’s Socrates count his dia- 
lectical activity as teaching and consider the many propositions of 
which he convinces his interlocutors to be “knowledge taught.” Schol- 
ars have recently argued that Plato’s Socrates does not “teach,” in part 
because his elenchus is based upon beliefs that the interlocutor already 
has, and because one cannot teach a person what they already (“in a 
sense”) know.*’ | 

Xenophon was aware of this line of argument. His Oeconomicus re- 
sembles Plato’s Parmenides in that another character, in this case the 
gentleman Ischomachus, takes over the “Socratic” role of leading the 
discussion, and Socrates himself has the lesser role of interlocutor. 
Ischomachus claims to teach (didaskein), not the whole of virtue, but 
a certain type of justice;*® and he claims to be a teacher, with Socrates 
his pupil (Oec. 17.6). Yet Ischomachus uses the question-and-answer 
method, and he repeatedly draws attention to its reliance on the inter- 
locutor’s antecedent knowledge. He says to Socrates: “I believe that you 


44 Mem. 1.2.33 4.4.10. 

45Mem.1.2.8; 1.2.33 4.7.1. 

46Mem. 1.2.20; Symp. 2.5. l 

47Nehamas (above, note 13). See also Reeve (above, note 3), pp. 160-68. Reeve claims 
that Socrates’ disclaimer of teaching applies only to the elenchus, and that Socrates de- 
nies that “elengchein is didaskein” (p. 163). But Socrates’ disclaimer of teaching applies to 
more than the elenchus, since he claims that he never teaches the young, and his activity 
in their presence includes more than refutation. Among other things, it includes setting 
a moral example, and it includes giving advice. (Pace Reeve, the lesson to learn from 
Plato Apology 21bi—2 is simply that Socrates contradicts himself.) ; 

48Note the verb of promising (Wxodvetv), and contrast this with the denial of dxapyetv 


at Memorabilia 1.2.3. 
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know a great deal about [farming] yourself, without being aware of the 
fact” (Oec. 15.10). Moreover, Ischomachus implies that Socrates knows 
beforehand as much as he, the teacher, does, about each of the subjects 
discussed (18.1, 3, 5). Ischomachus even suggests that Socrates’ readily 
elicited antecedent knowledge extends so far that he is capable of 
teaching the subject himself!*? Socrates responds with a revealing com- 
ment: “I really wasn’t aware that I understood these things; and so 
I have been thinking for some time whether my knowledge extends 
to smelting gold, playing the flute, and painting pictures. For I have 
never been taught these things any more than I have been taught farm- 
ing; but I have watched men working at these arts, just as I have 
watched them farming” (Oec. 18.9). 

In the Meno and the Phaedo the antecedent knowledge that enables 
one to respond correctly to certain dialectical questions was obtained in 
a prior, disembodied existence. In the Oeconomicus Xenophon points 
out that Plato’s picture is, at best, incomplete: we acquire our implicit 
knowledge of many arts from ordinary experience. In some cases, we 
do not even need to practice the art itself: having watched skilled crafts- 
men at work is sufficient. 

As regards farming and painting pictures, Plato’s Socrates and Xe- 
nophon’s Socrates may not disagree. But Xenophon’s Socrates applies 
this analysis to the art of living, or virtue, in a way that diverges from 
Plato. Just as having observed skilled farmers at their work is a neces- 
sary condition for being able to correctly answer dialectical questions 
about farming, so correctly answering dialectical questions about vir- 
tue requires exposure to virtuous people. Plato’s Socrates gives the im- 
pression that all of the knowledge required for a successful dialectical 
examination of virtue is innate. Xenophon’s Socrates recognizes that 
this is not so, and that Euthydemus when he first meets Socrates is less 
able to answer dialectical questions about virtue than he will be after 
long association with Socrates, in part for other reasons, but in part 
because he will learn a great deal about virtue from observing Socrates. 

In the quotation above, Socrates says that “no one taught him” farm- 
ing. This implies that providing a model for observation does not 
count as teaching. Socrates’ own activity of self-consciously providing a 
model of virtue for his young associates does not count, for him, as 
“teaching” them anything. (But it does count as beneficence, and as 
helping them to learn.) Ischomachus implies at Oeconomicus 17.6 that 
his activity of dialectically examining Socrates about farming is 
“teaching.””® Though the inference from what Ischomachus says 


4°0ec. 18.9; cf. 15.10. 
50Note the participle didaskonti. 
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to what Socrates would say is not uniformly valid, in this case it 
seems safe to say that Xenophon’s Socrates, who, unlike Plato’s, does 
claim to teach, would follow Ischomachus in claiming to teach through 
dialectic. 

But in teaching through dialectic, what exactly is it that one teaches? 
The obvious answer is that one teaches the propositions that survive 
dialectical examination. But if the learner already knew these propo- 
sitions, there is an equally obvious problem: How can you teach some- 
one something that he or she already knows? Xenophon’s Socrates says 
about the art of sowing: “I know it, but I had forgotten that I know it” 
(Oec. 18.10). What the dialectical teacher does is teach the pupil vari- 
ous propositions about the subject by reminding him of what he knows, 
by removing forgetfulness (A(On). Plato’s Socrates, with his theory of 
recollection, has a similar description of the process but declines to call 
it “teaching.” 

Is the disagreement between Plato’s Socrates and Xenophon’s Soc- 
rates on whether dialectic constitutes “teaching” therefore merely ver- 
bal? I do not think so. By calling dialectic teaching, Xenophon’s 
Socrates acknowledges his superior position. Socrates is the one who is 
aware of what the learner has forgotten he knows; and Socrates leads 
the discussion. By denying that dialectic is teaching, Plato’s Socrates 
emphasizes that the origin of the views arrived at is within the inter- 
locutor himself; and he deflects responsibility for the outcome from 
himself onto the pupil. This deflection of responsibility is useful for 
escaping the corruption charge; but it is disingenuous. Socrates was a 
sufficiently skilled dialectician that he would have been able, had he 
wanted, to draw on other, perhaps mistaken, beliefs of his interlocutors 
in order to generate false and even vicious conclusions. By accepting 
the designation “teacher,” Xenophon’s Socrates—quite properly— 
accepts responsibility for the moral consequences of his dialectical 
conversations. 

Socrates is the patron saint of philosophy; and scholarly writing 
about Socrates often bears an uncomfortable resemblance to hagiog- 
raphy. Scholars do disagree about Socrates’ life and character. But that 
he was a saint; that he was a hero; and that he was innocent of cor- 
rupting the young is unquestioned or treated as unquestionable. Plato 
and Xenophon thought that Socrates was a hero, and that he was the 


best man of his time. But I believe that both Plato and Xenophon had 


a much sharper sense of the moral dangerousness of Socrates’ activity 


5I Behind this disagreement there may also be a political motivation. When Plato de- 
nies that Socrates was a teacher at all, he differentiates Socrates sharply from the soph- 
ists. By allowing that Socrates was a teacher, Xenophon softens the contrast but does not 
eliminate it. 
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than most modern writers do. Although they thought that Socrates was 
innocent of the charge of corrupting the young, they did not believe 
that he was obviously innocent. Various recent scholars have written as 
if it were obvious that the effect of Socratic elenchus is always benefi- 
cial. But Plato and Xenophon knew better. After all, the free phi- 
losophizing of Plato’s Socrates is forbidden under the rules of Plato’s 
Republic (53'7e—539e). In the Euthydemus story, Xenophon shows 
Socrates being very careful about what he says, and to whom, so as to 
minimize the clear danger of corruption. 

Xenophon stresses more than Plato does the importance of Socrates’ 
moral character and its influence for our overall evaluation of the man. 
Here Xenophon’s portrayal provides an important supplement and 
corrective to Plato’s account. Historically, what is most important about 
Socrates is his contribution to philosophy in the narrow sense—to the 
awakening of wonder, to philosophical method, and to the develop- 
ment of certain philosophical problems. But the historical importance 
of a person is for the most part independent of his moral worth. What 
makes Socrates morally admirable are his remarkable character and 
the substantive moral opinions that he held. Plato and Xenophon 
agree that central to Socrates’ moral being is a certain kind of intel- 
lectuality: his commitment to the examined life and to the reasoned 
search for wisdom. But this commitment by itself is not enough. If 
Socrates had been just as clever a philosopher, and just as convinced of 
his own ignorance, but greedy, lecherous, and power-hungry, neither 
Xenophon nor Plato would have thought him a good man.”? 


52Thanks are due to David Calhoun, Michael Frede, Cynthia Freeland, Paul Vander 
Waerdt, Gregory Vlastos, Roslyn Weiss, Stephen White, Paul Woodruff, and Harvey Yu- 
nis for their helpful comments on earlier drafts. The Alexander von Humboldt Foun- 
dation generously supported my initial work on this essay, and a Summer Seminar on 
Socrates sponsored by the National Endowment for the Humanities gave me both leisure 
and a remarkably collegial environment in which to expand and revise it. 
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Friendship and Profit in 


Xenophon’s Oeconomicus 


John A. Stevens 


The art of managing an estate, oikovopia, is not a subject one gen- 
erally associates with Socrates. Yet Xenophon provides some clues that 
demonstrate why he considered the subject important: the Xenophon- 
tic Socrates twice compares the knowledge of how to rule a city to the 
knowledge of how to rule a single household, inasmuch as to rule a city 
is to rule ten thousand households (Mem. 3.4.12, 3.6.14, 3.9.10—11; 
Oec. 21.2), and thereby accepts the argument that one who knows the 
kingly art of ruling, the PaovukÀ téxvn, rules all things well.' Aristip- 
pus says that Socrates seems to identify this art with happiness (Mem. 
2.1.17), and Socrates suggests, in response, that happiness begins with 
a certain sort of self-sufficiency, which is gained by ruling over one’s 
desires (Mem. 2.1.18—34; 1.6.1—10).? This self-control is the origin of 
gentlemanly virtue (Mem. 1.2.1—2), which Socrates defines as a knowl- 
edge about human concerns, such as what is holy and what impious, 
what is noble and what shameful, what is just and what unjust, and so 
on (Mem. 1.1.16). Since the skilled manager of an estate must under- 
stand these things to run it well, the seemingly narrow topic of estate 
management inevitably raises fundamental political and ethical ques- 


'Hdt. 3.80—82, 5.29; PI. Plt. 258e—259c; Prt. 318e; Leg. 6goa; Arist. Pol. 1252a1—16. 
?It is not clear whether éykpátea, self-sufficiency, is sufficient for happiness. It is 
clearly the first step to happiness, because one cannot rule anything well without first 
ruling oneself. Yet the Xenophontic Socrates seems to leave open the possibility that rul- 
ing others is connected with and perhaps even necessary for happiness (Mem. 2.1.10—16). 
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tions, which the Xenophontic Socrates undertakes to clarify in the 
Oeconomicus.” 

The Oeconomicus touches on all of these issues, because Socrates’ in- 
terlocutor, Critoboulus, stands in need of instruction in (1) the ruling 
art, for he appears unable to rule his household (Oec. 3.10—13) or to 
run his estate profitably (Oec. 1.16—17; 2.5—14; 6.1); (2) self-sufficiency, 
for he cannot govern his impulses (Oec. 1.18—23; 2.7); and (3) gentle- 
manly virtue, for he does not know how to become a gentleman (Oec. 
4.1; 6.12). Socrates attempts to show how pitiful (oixtp6c, Oec. 2.4, 7, 9) 
he is, by arguing that the liturgies for which he must pay to maintain 
his reputation as well as his pursuit of boys are liable to bankrupt him 
(Oec. 2.4—8). Indeed, Critoboulus’ erotic impulses are his defining fea- 
ture in Xenophon’s other Socratic writings, and he is the figure with 
whom Xenophon’s Socrates discusses t\ta, friendship (Mem. 2.6).4 In 
the course of their conversation, Socrates undertakes to tame Crito- 
boulus’ impulses by instructing him about estate management through 
the narration of a conversation he once had with a man reputed to be 
a gentleman, Ischomachus. This story occupies the last two-thirds of 
the Oeconomicus, and Socrates never returns to tell Critoboulus (or the 
reader) what to make of the story. 

Many commentators take the views of Ischomachus to be those of 


Xenophon himself, in that he, like Xenophon (An. 5.3.7—13 and Cyn.), 


is a master of the art of estate management.” Philodemus, in his po- 
lemic against Socrates, says that Socrates was an ironic figure, an Epov, 
who denied that he knew anything and attributed whatever wisdom he 


3The principal works on the Oeconomicus are H. R. Breitenbach in RE gA, 2 (1967), cols. 
1837—71; E. Delebecque, “Sur la date et l'objet de l’ ‘Economique,’ ” REG 64 (195): 21- 
58; L. Strauss, Xenophon’s Socratic Discourse (Ithaca, N.Y., 1970). Sarah Pomeroy’s forth- 
coming commentary (Oxford University Press); and for the agricultural content of the 
work, see KI. Meyer, Xenophon’s “Oikonomikos” (Westerburg, 1976). See also P. Chantraine, 
L’Economique (Paris, 1949); J. Luccioni, Xénophon et le Socratisme (Paris, 1953), PP. 112-19. 
Cicero translated the Oeconomicus into Latin, for which see V. Lundström “Ciceros öfver- 
sitning af Xenophons Oikonomikos,” Eranos 12 (1912): 1-31; L. Alfonsi, “La traduzione 
Ciceroniana dell’ ‘Economico’ di Senofonte,” Ciceroniana 3—6 (1961—64): 7—17, argues 
that Cicero was not merely translating, nor engaged in as a stylistic exercise, but that he 
took an interest in the philosophy of the Xenophontic Socrates. 

4See also Mem. 1.3.8-10, 13; Symp. 2.3, 3.7, 4-10-28, 5.1-6.1, 8.2. 

5The view that Ischomachus expresses the sentiments of Xenophon is widely held, 
although stated with varying degrees of certainty. Delebecque (above, note 3), p. 58, calls 
the Oeconomicus “peut-étre son ceuvre la plus personnelle.” E.C. Marchant, Xenophon 
(Cambridge, 1923), pp. xxvi, says: “But Ischomachus is Xenophon, and the little lady 
is... Xenophon’s wife Philesia.” R. Waterfield, Conversations of Socrates (New York, 
1990), pp. 273, 285-87, although taking ample note of the arguments against the iden- 
tification, perpetuates the stereotype when he says: “Xenophon’s attitude, through the 
mouth of Ischomachus, is that of the amateur farmer” (p. 285). 
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possessed to others. Socrates, by this argument, may have chosen to 
present his own views in the mouth of Ischomachus.” Leo Strauss has 
sufficiently dispelled the first assumption.® As for the intimations of 
Philodemus, I suggest that there are several reasons to suppose that 
Socrates does not endorse the views of Ischomachus. 

First, because Critoboulus is preoccupied with affairs of the heart, 
Socrates tries to lead him to see that otkonomia has applications to hu- 
man relationships. He suggests that friends and enemies are properly 
part of one’s estate, if one considers an estate to be the sum of all one 
“possesses” (Oec. 1.7, 14—15). One must know how to “use friends well” 
and how to “benefit” from them in order to count them as assets (Oec. 
1.7—10). Ischomachus benefits from his wife and bailiffs in that they 
look after his financial interests and make his real estate more valuable. 
His relations with them are warm but governed by utility. Xenophon’s 
Socrates, however, says that while others may value a good horse or dog 
or bird, he takes pleasure even more in good friends and devotes his 


“When Socrates appears in Philodemus’ discussion of the character of an eirén (De vit., 

cols. 21.37—23.37) he is said to attribute his knowledge, for example, to Aspasia and 
[ Jaya (col. 22.32—35). Ischomachus is the name restored in C. Jensen’s text (Leipzig, 
1911), and since Philodemus studied Xenophon’s Oeconomicus and since Aspasia and 
Ischomachus are the two experts to whom Socrates says he will take Critoboulus (Oec. 
3.14, 6.12—-17), the restoration seems sound. 
; 7Philodemus suggests (epi oixovoyiac, col. 2. 19ff.) that Socrates’ line of argument is 
inconsistent and contradicted by his use of other speakers like Ischomachus and Aspasia, 
as though Socrates was himself the source of their views. Because of the Epicurean tra- 
dition of hostility to Socrates as an ironist («tpwv) and an imposter (&ħațtóv) one cannot 
expect to find a sympathetic reading of Xenophon’s Oeconomicus in Philodemus. See P A. 
Vander Waerdt, “Colotes and the Epicurean Refutation of Skepticism,” GRBS 30 (1989): 
225-67 at pp. 253-59; K. Kleve, “Scurra Atticus: The Epicurean View of Socrates,” in 
Syzetests: Studi sull’ eptcureismo greco e romano offerti a Marcello Gigante, ed. G. Macchiaroli 
(Naples, 1983), pp. 227—53; and M. Riley, “The Epicurean Criticism of Socrates,” Phoenix 
34 (1980): 60-64. For the Mepi oixovopiac, see C. Jensen’s edition (Leipzig, 1907); R. 
Laurenti’s commentary, Filodemo e il pensiero economico degli Epicurei (Milan, 1973), esp. 
pp. 21—53; and see A. Angeli, “La critica filodemea all’ ‘Economico’ di Senofonte,” CErc 
20 (1990): 39-51. 

Strauss (above, note 3), p. 90, suggests that Xenophon resembles Critoboulus rather 
more than Ischomachus: “Xenophon is the only interlocutor of the Socratic Xenophon 
who is ever called by his urbane master, ‘you wretch’ and ‘you fool.’ ” Socrates says these 
words to him when they are discussing how Critoboulus once kissed Cleinias (Mem. 
1.3.8-13). Xenophon provokes these outbursts when he says that if kissing Cleinias is 
dangerous, he might throw caution to the wind himself. The identification of Xenophon 
and Critoboulus gets curious confirmation from Diogenes Laertius (2.49), quoting Aris- 
tippus, who is said to have remarked in the fourth book of his epi xadaras tpuyes that 
Xenophon was madly in love with Cleinias. But Xenophon’s expression of desire is 
quoted word for word from Critoboulus’ longing for Cleinias in Xenophon’s Symposium 
(4.12). At any rate, Xenophon is expressly mentioned as being present on the occasion of 
the Oeconomicus along with other friends of Socrates (Oec. 1.1; 3.1, 12), and he seems to 
portray himself more as a young man with the same problems as Critoboulus than as the 
older gentleman, Ischomachus. 
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life to benefiting them (Mem. 1.6.14). While Ischomachus values hu- 
man beings for their contribution to his material prosperity, Socrates 
values them for their friendship. 

The second cause for doubt is that Socrates never claims that he met 
a real gentleman, but a man who really deserved to be “called” a gen- 
tleman. If one examines Oeconomicus 6.12 carefully, it becomes clear 
that Socrates underlines the difference between appearances and 
reality.” He does so with a purpose, moreover, because Critoboulus 
longs for the reputation of being a gentleman but does not yet under- 
stand how very far away he is from attaining gentlemanly virtue, 
kañokåyaðia (Oec. 6.12; cf. 1.16—2.1).!° Thomas Pangle argues (see 
Chapter 5 in this volume) that Xenophon’s Socrates does not endorse 
the kind of kalokagathia practiced by Ischomachus, that is, the virtue 
commonly praised by the city. In his conclusion, Pangle suggests that 
Xenophon’s Cyropaedia reveals what an Ischomachus might do if un- 
fettered by the limitations of republicanism, and he implies that Xeno- 
phon’s indictment of the society Cyrus creates would be an indictment 
of Ischomachus’ way of life as well. It seems to me that Pangle’s argu- 
ment on the political implications of the difference between Socratic 
virtue and “commonsense” virtue is confirmed by Socrates’ manipula- 
tion of appearance and reality in his introduction to the topic of kalo- 
kagathia. 

Third, there is historical information concerning Ischomachus and 
his wife which would have been familiar to Xenophon’s audience. The 
woman whom Ischomachus trains so well in Oeconomicus 7-10 and 
whom E. C. Marchant charmingly calls “that long-suffering little saint” 
is, in all probability, the same woman with whom Callias was involved in 
a most notorious scandal.'' In section I of this chapter, I shall argue 
that widespread public knowledge of this scandal would have cast se- 
rious doubt upon the teaching Ischomachus relates to Socrates, just as 


*The text, with language denoting appearance and reality in italics, is as follows: 
“What if I go through for you, from the beginning, how I was once with a man who 
seemed to me to be in reality one of those men to whom the name that is called a beautiful 
and good man [gentleman] is rightly given. [dg €uot €d0keu elva tH OVTLTOUTWV T wv avdpwv 
èp’ olc touto tò Svopa ika iws €otiv, 6 KaAELTOL KAAS te kåyaðòç avnp.] Socrates creates 
some doubt about whether he will show Critoboulus someone who is a gentleman, or who 
only has the name of gentleman, when he refers to the man as someone—to whom the 
name of gentleman is rightly given. The very fact that Socrates has loaded his statement 
with sophistic language suggests the latter. One can compare Symposium 8.43, where 
Socrates uses very similar language to suggest that Callias will fail in politics unless peo- 
ple can see that he cares for virtue “not in appearance but in reality.” — 

!°The response of Critoboulus displays how his erotic desires dominate his nature: 
Èpo tovtov tov dvdpatos dE.oc yeveo@an, “I long to become worthy of the consideration of 
that name.” Notice that this concern for reputation and his erotic urges go hand in hand. 

''Marchant (above, note 5), p. xxvi. 
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Socrates’ reference to this scandal in his conversation with Callias in 
Plato’s Apology (20a—c) casts doubt on his use of that conversation in a 
defense against the charge of corrupting the youth.’? For all of these 
reasons, it seems prima facie unlikely that Socrates agrees entirely with 
Ischomachus’ views. 

By relating the story of his encounter with Ischomachus to Critobou- 
lus, Socrates appears to show what he could become if he learns the 
gentleman’s art of ruling. But if Socrates’ purpose in relating this story 
to Critoboulus is ironic, one wonders what Xenophon’s intention is.!* 
Part of the explanation may be found in the place Xenophon assigns to 
Socrates’ encounter with Ischomachus in the former’s intellectual bi- 
ography. When Socrates describes how he comes to meet Ischomachus, 
he says that he was unable to find “the beautiful and the good” in 
searching for it among the good builders, smiths, painters, and sculp- 
tors. He found, likewise, that although the good and the beautiful go 
together, beautiful people were not necessarily good; hence he turned 
to a man who was reputed to be both “good” and “beautiful,” a gen- 
tleman (Oec. 6.13—17). 

This account clearly represents Xenophon’s rejoinder to Socrates’ at- 
tempted elenchus of the Delphic oracle in Plato’s Apology (20e—23c).!* 
Socrates’ encounter with Ischomachus comes at the juncture in 
Socrates’ career when he has been cast into ill repute by the accusations 
of Aristophanes (Oec. 11.3, 25; see Chapter 2 in this volume). These 
references to the Clouds occupy the middle chapter of the Oeconomicus, 
where Socrates asks Ischomachus to teach him what human virtue is 
(Oec. 11.4-6). Xenophon seems to be suggesting, however comically, 
that Socrates’ reaction to the Clouds was to take Aristophanes’ advice 
and to inquire into the value of kalokagathia conventionally understood. 
Since Socrates, however, does not go on to become a gentleman farmer, 
it is fair to suppose that he does not accept Ischomachus’ view of kalo- 
kagathia, or of the best form of life. 

Xenophon offers not a simple but a complex reply to the Clouds in 
the Oeconomicus. Socrates, in his later life, exposes his young student, 
Critoboulus, to a conventionally impeccable moral education by expos- 
ing him to the ideal citizen, Ischomachus. But Socrates offers the lesson 
ironically in an attempt to bring Critoboulus to realize the limitations 


'2See T. G. West, Plato’s Apology of Socrates (Ithaca, N.Y., 1979), pp. 98—103. 
'SXenophon’s capacity to employ irony is deprecated by G. Vlastos, “The Paradox of 
Socrates,” in The Philosophy of Socrates, ed. G. Vlastos (New York, 1971), pp. 1—21, but see 
D. Morrison’s reply, “On Professor Vlastos’ Xenophon,” AP 7 (1987): g—22. The varieties 
of Socratic irony are further considered in G. Vlastos, “Socratic Irony,” CQ n.s. 37 (1987): 
79-96. 
CE Strauss (above, note 3), p. 164, and now P A. Vander Waerdt, “Socratic Justice 
and Self-sufficiency,” OSAP 11 (1993): 1—48. 
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of Ischomachus’ way of life. By portraying Socrates in this way, Xeno- 
phon has the rhetorical advantage of being able to defend Socrates 
against the charge of corrupting the young, while intimating that 
Socrates rejects the conventional definition of kalokagathia for a higher 
one. It is left for Critoboulus to decide for himself whether the benefit 
that human beings confer upon one another is to be measured by the 
businessman’s profit and loss or by friendship, as the philosopher and 
true gentleman measures it. : 


1. The Characters and the Literary Tradition 


The temptation to see the Oeconomicus as a simple treatise on the 
management of an estate is undercut by the fact that Critoboulus, as 
portrayed in Xenophon’s other Socratic writings, is a figure whose 
erotic desires pose special difficulties for Socrates. The best place to be- 
gin to interpret the Oeconomicus, in my view, is to consider what 
Socrates must prove to Critoboulus in order to achieve his stated ob- 
Jectives. 

Critoboulus’ two conversations with Socrates outside of the Oeco- 
nomicus, take place at Symposium 4.10—28 and 5.1—6.1 and Memorabilia 
2.6.'° In the Symposium, the subject proposed for discussion is “what 
each one considers to be the most valuable thing he knows” (ő tt 
EKQOTOS Hyettar TAetotov GEvov éx(otacbat 3.3). Callias focuses the 
question by saying that he is able “to make men better” (3.4). From that 
point on, the standard of what makes men best is applied to each par- 
ticipant’s answer. Critoboulus says that his beauty is able to make men 
better, and he makes it plain that this is his only possession (3.7). What 
he means by this emerges from the first passage in Symposium 4.10—28. 

Critoboulus says that he is more just than Callias, who makes men 
better by giving them money, because he is able to lead men “to every 
virtue” (1pd¢ naoav Apetiyyv, 4.15) by his beauty. He claims that beauti- 
ful people make others €Aev8epiwtépouc eis ypHuata, PromovwtEepous, 
PUUOKAAWTEPOUSG, aidnLoveotepouc, and é€yKpateotepouc, “freer with 
their money, lovers more of toil and nobility, more reverent and more 


"The other mentions of Critoboulus are passing allusions derived from the more de- 
tailed discussions in these two passages. Memorabilia 1.3.8—13 is concerned with Crito- 
boulus’ love of Cleinias and the harmful effects of kisses, a theme treated at length in 
Symposium 4. Symposium 2.3 refers to his wife as young, an important theme for the Oeco- 
nomicus. Symposium 3.7 introduces 4.10—28. Symposium 8.2 shows Critoboulus emerging 
from his role as an object of others’ affection to become an active seeker of the love of 
others, a topic that seems to be taken up by Memorabilia 2.6. 
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self-controlled.” These tall claims take on added significance when they 
are compared with Callias’ claim that his ability to make men better 
with his money by teaching them justice is identical with teaching them 
“gentlemanly virtue,” kalokagathia (3.4). It is clear, then, that if Crito- 
boulus is more just than Callias, he must also teach kalokagathia better 
than Callias. Herein lies the wit of Xenophon’s portrayal of Critobou- 
lus: because he is kaAdéc, handsome, and takes pride in his Ka)Aoc, 
beauty, he claims to be able to make another kaddc kåyaðóç, a gentle- 
man. 

But in his final words Critoboulus reveals the sham of his claims to 
teach virtue, when he says that he is able to use his beauty to take plea- 
sure from whomever he wishes, for he is far more able to persuade oth- 
ers to kiss him without even saying a word than Socrates speaking 
wisely and at great length (4.18). This provokes the beauty contest be- 
tween Socrates and Critoboulus that occupies the central chapter of the 
Sympostum, in which Socrates clearly wins every argument, but Crito- 
boulus is unanimously declared the victor (5.1—6.1). It is left to Socrates 
to show that using beauty to extract favors from lovers produces a re- 
lationship that is purely mercenary and that has no bond of affection 
in it (8.21). 

In his second dialogue with Socrates, Critoboulus shows that despite 
a lengthy and moving speech by Socrates on the superior friendship of 
the gentleman (Mem. 2.6.21—29), he desires to use this knowledge, 
extotnn, of making friends, to acquire friends with beautiful bodies 
(2.6.30). Critoboulus still finds beauty, kallos, to be more important 
than gentlemanly virtue, kalokagathia. Indeed, when Socrates agrees to 
help Critoboulus form the right sort of friendships, Critoboulus ex- 
pects him to tell others how noble he is even if he is not (2.6.36~37). 
Socrates concludes by telling him that he will never have gentlemen for 
friends unless he first becomes a gentleman himself. Socrates shows 
him that not only is his beauty insufficient to make others gentlemen 
but that he is doomed to have base friends who only want his body un- 
less he first learns kalokagathia himself. This is a subject that the Oeco- 
nomicus takes up, but Critoboulus shows a great reluctance to learn this 
lesson, because his beauty allows him to pursue an effortless life of 
pleasure. Since Socrates was unable to teach Critoboulus kalokagathia 
either by jovial conversation in the Symposium or by direct dialogue in 
the Memorabilia, clearly more sophisticated and persuasive measures 
are necessary. "° 


'6Donald Morrison’s essay in Chapter 7 on Socrates as a teacher sets out the stages of 
Socratic education and how Socrates deals with various types of students. 
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Critoboulus also figures in the Platonic tradition and the portrayal of 
him in the Oeconomicus takes up issues not only from Xenophon’s other 
dialogues but from Plato’s dialogues as well. Critoboulus’ father was 
Crito, the man to whom Socrates entrusted his immortality in his last 
words (Phd. 118a).'7 Crito was a farmer (Euthd. 292d), so estate man- 
agement is an appropriate subject for his son to master. When Crito is 
contemplating how to educate Critoboulus at the end of Plato’s Euthy- 
demus, however, he does not desire that his son be taught farming 
but philosophy, and he expresses despair that those who teach it are 
sophists: 


yò pév odv Stav ooi ovyyévwpat, ottw StatiOenar OOT’ uol doxet 
paviav efvat tò ëveka tov nalðwv GAkwv pev nOAAWV onrovðÌv tot- 
avtnv €oxnkévat, kai mepi toù yápov Önws k yevvarotatyns eoovtat 
Untpdc, kainepitov XPNUÁTWV ÖNWS ÖS mAOVOLMTaTOL, adtwV 5é epi 
madsetag cpednoa Stav dé eis tiva anoPrkepw twv daockdvtwv av 
roardevoar &vOpwnouc, éxnénAnypar Kal pou okel etc Exaotos AdTHV 
okomouvir Navy GAASKotOS efval, dS ye MPdc GE TaANOH eipnoBat- Hote 
OÙK EXW ONWS MPOTPERW TO WELPAKLOV Eri Prrocodiav. 


Whenever I am with you I am so disposed that it seems to me that it is 
madness to be so greatly concerned about all those irrelevant things for 
the sake of our sons: we are concerned about marriage so that they will be 
born of the noblest mother possible; concerned about money so that they 
may be as rich as possible; but we are unconcerned about their education. 
Yet whenever I look to one of those who claim to educate people, I am 
dumbstruck, and it seems to me when I examine them that every one of 
them is completely out of his mind to tell you the truth. And so I don’t 
know how I can persuade my boy [Critoboulus] to study philosophy. 
(306d—e) 


Crito finds an excessive concern about wives and money to be the mark 
of an inadequate education, but these are precisely the subjects that 
Socrates teaches Critoboulus at length in the Oeconomicus. Xenophon 
seems to be replying playfully to the Platonic characterization of the 
problem of how to educate the young. Crito sets out what he perceives 
to be the shortcomings of both parents and teachers. Parents tend to be 
concerned too little with the “moral” improvement of their children 
and concerned too much with their reputations and financial well- 


'7Socrates’ last words are “We owe a cock to Aesclepius. See that it is paid.” The cock 
is the symbol of a new day, a new existence, and Aesclepius is the god who can bring back 
the dead to life. He is also the son of Apollo, in service to whom Socrates has spent his 
life. Socrates makes this request of Crito to suggest that this life of service to the god will 
be rewarded in his new life of the soul. 
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being. Teachers of philosophy, at least those unlike Socrates, are all 
sophists, whose version of “moral” education seems to be nothing more 
than an education in unscrupulous rhetoric. Xenophon’s Socrates 
teaches the things of which parents approve, how to pick a wife and 
how to run a farm. But Crito does not want Critoboulus to learn these 
things; he wants him to learn philosophy from someone who is not a 
sophist. 

Xenophon’s Socrates promises that he will show Critoboulus what a 
gentleman is, by teaching him about wives and farming. But this is Xe- 
nophon’s playful way of showing that Socrates both is and is not a soph- 
ist. He can be sophistical in that he teaches one thing in order to 
accomplish another: Critoboulus’ education about wives and farming 
should really teach him about philosophy. On the other hand, he is not 
a sophist, because his teaching will truly improve Critoboulus, al- 
though indirectly, for Xenophon’s Socrates never claims to teach vir- 
tue. His students must become gentlemen on their own (Mem. 1.2.3). 
The education that Xenophon’s Socrates gives Critoboulus will be so- 
phistical in its speech but not in its content. 

This brings us to the subject of who Ischomachus and his wife are. 
The first and longest section of Socrates’ discussion with Ischomachus 
deals with the education of the latter’s wife (Oec. 7—10). Ischomachus 
is concerned to make her as “beneficial” as possible to himself by edu- 
cating her. His teaching stresses that the duty of a wife is to work to 
increase the value of the household they share (7.15), which she may 
best accomplish by working constantly herself and by supervising 
others (10.10). The financial and marital concerns of Ischomachus 
seem to coincide in his interpretation of how to rule his household, 
otkonomia. , 

The wife of Ischomachus, however, was one of the most famous 
women in Athens, and so the quality of her education is colored by 
what we know of her. Andocides reports in the De mysterus (124-27) 
that Callias married the daughter of an Ischomachus.'® While he was 
priest of the cult of the Mother and Daughter, he took the girl’s mother 
as his mistress less than a year after his marriage. In due course the 
daughter tried to kill herself and eventually fled the house, and the 
mother became pregnant with Callias’ second child. Callias drove 
the mother out but later took her back and acknowledged the child as 
his own. 


I8The standard text of the De mysteriis is D. M. MacDowell, Andokides on the Mysteries 
(Oxford, 1962). See also W. E. Thompson, “Notes on Andocides,” Acta classtca 13 (1970): 
141-48; A. D. J. Makkink, Andokides’ Eerste Rede (Amsterdam, 1932); and E. C. March- 
ant’s Loeb edition, Andocides, De mysteriis and De reditu (London, 1889). 
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Scholars have admitted the possibility that the Ischomachus in An- 
docides is the same as in the Oeconomicus, but no one has advanced an 
interpretation of the work as a whole that accepts and explains this.!9 
J. K. Davies has argued persuasively that the father-in-law of the Cal- 
lias story is the same person as Xenophon’s Ischomachus.”° He main- 


'Strauss (above, note 3), pp. 157-58; H. Dittmar, Aischines von Sphettos: Studien zur lit- 
eraturgeschichte der Sokrattker, Untersuchungen und Fragmente, Philologische Untersuchungen 
21 (Berlin, 1912), pp. 60—62; Breitenbach (above, note 3), cols. 1848—49; MacDowell (above, 
note 18), pp. 151-52; Waterfield (above, note 5), pp. 285-87. Two short notes propose 
that the two Ischomachuses are one and the same: F. D. Harvey, “The Wicked Wife of 
Ischomachus,” EMC 28 (1984): 68—70; and D. C. Mackenzie’s refutation of Harvey’s con- 
clusions. “The Wicked Wife of Ischomachus—Again,” EMC 2g (1985): 95—96. 

?°Athenian Propertied Families (Oxford, 1971), pp. 263-69, no. 7286 XI-XIV; pp. 296- 
98, no. 8429 IV. There are several very complicated problems concerning marriages of 
Callias that cannot be resolved, and there are some inconsistencies in Davies’ line of ar- 
gument. Although these inconsistencies do not materially affect the claim that the 
Ischomachus in Andocides is Xenophon’s Ischomachus, they ought to be noted. An- 
docides reveals, in the story of the scandal, that Callias was married first to the daughter 
of Glaucon, by whom he had his first son, Hipponicus (3). He was then married to the 
daughter of Chrysilla and Ischomachus. West (above, note 12), p. 99, says that he had a 
child by the daughter, but there is no evidence to substantiate this, and Andocides would 
not have failed to mention anything to make Callias’ behavior sound more outrageous. 
Callias did, however, have a child (whose name is unknown to us) by his wife’s mother, 
Chrysilla. When Plato says that Callias has two sons (Ap. 20a), he must mean Hipponicus 
and this one. West must be confused by the story of two quick marriages and the two 
children in the Plato passage. At issue between Andocides and Callias is the daughter of 
Epylicus, who died intestate. The date of the De mysteriis is put at 400 by MacDowell 
(above, note 18), p. 205; during this trial, the dispute over Epylicus’ daughters is not yet 
decided. Andocides says that if Callias were to win custody of the girl, and presumably 
marry her (although we cannot know), then in addition to Callias’ previous outrage, 
where mother drove out daughter, now granddaughter would drive out grandmother 
(128). That is, the daughter of Epylicus is the granddaughter of Chrysilla. This means 
that the wife of Epylicus, Chrysilla’s daughter, was either Callias’ second wife herself or 
her sister. Davies proposes that Callias married the widow of Epylicus when he died in 
Sicily. The first problem arises with Davies’ dating of the death of Epilycus to the Sicilian 
expedition in 415—413. He wants the date to be in this period so that he can date the 
marriage of Callias to Epylicus’ widow ca. 413 and that to her mother in the next year. 
This would mean that Ischomachus would have died somewhat after 413, when Chrysilla 
would have become available. He needs to have some period of years between the death 
of Epylicus and the trial in 400 in order to give Callias time to marry Epylicus’ widow, 
and then her mother, and have a son who was already registered with the Ceryces in 400, 
(mentioned by Andocides at 127). This means, however, that the case of Epylicus’ daugh- 
ters goes undecided from 413 to 400, and, a fact that Davies seems to overlook, that Cal- 
lias has already been their stepfather once and thrown them out with their mother for 
Chrysilla. Andocides would surely have used this as ammunition against Callias in his 
claim for the daughter now. MacDowell suggests that Epylicus died in 401 or 400 (p. 145) 
and that Callias did not marry Epylicus’ widow but her sister (p. 207); this is a much 
simpler solution. Davies rejects MacDowell’s version of events (p. 298), but he would have 
to explain what happened to Chrysilla’s daughter, and the daughters of Epylicus’ when 
Callias divorced her. For thirteen years, they would have had no known relationship with 
a male to control the estate. The last problem with Davies’ analysis is that Andocides says 
that Callias put in a claim for the daughter of Epylicus, not for himself but for his son, 
and Davies takes this to mean Hipponicus. This is most unlikely because in the opening 
words of De mysteriis 124, Andocides introduces the scandal of the mother and the daugh- 
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tains that a consistent portrait of a single individual emerges from the 
following sources other than Andocides and Xenophon. First, the 
comic poet Cratinos remarks on the closefistedness of an Ischomachus 
ca. 420 (CAF 328 = Ath. 1.8a) In the Oeconomicus, Ischomachus 
teaches his wife that she would appear more pleasing to him if she put 
color in her cheeks with hard work rather than with expensive cosmet- 
ics (10.2—-13). Second, Lysias mentions two sons of an Ischomachus 
worth over seventy talents who inherit only ten talents each, and he 
says that this story dates well before the time of the speech, which is 
ca. 388 (Lys. 19.45—46). This coincides with the portrait of Ischoma- 
chus as a very wealthy real-estate tycoon in the Oeconomicus (20.23—29). 
Third, Lysias’ speech IIpos Avoyévnv txép ’Apxeotpatou nepil ywpiou 
seems to have dealt with the estate of the sons of an Ischomachus that 
was controlled by a Callias. Finally, Ischomachus was asked by Aristip- 
pus at Olympia about Socrates (Aeschin. fr. 49 Dittmar = Plut. De cu- 
rios. 2, 516c). 

Davies proposes that Ischomachus was a wealthy landowner who had 
three children, the daughter mentioned in Andocides and the two sons 
mentioned in Lysias. The sons would have been minors at his death, so 
that the estate mentioned in Lysias’ two speeches would fall into the 
hands of Callias, who married the mother in order to control the land- 
holdings more directly. Ischomachus, therefore, would have died 
shortly after the marriage of his daughter to Callias, with whom 
Chrysilla, the wife mentioned in Andocides, would have taken up 
promptly. Callias, Davies argues, hoped to take full advantage of 
Ischomachus’ massive real-estate holdings, but the Spartan garrison at 
Decelea prevented that.?' The effects of war upon the farmland and 


ter to show that the unnamed but famous (tovtov) son of Callias is unfit to be awarded 
the girl. The son of the scandal, that is, the son of Chrysilla, is the one in whose name 
Callias made his claim, and MacDowell and Waterfield (above, note 5), pp. 285-87, do 
not even consider that Hipponicus could be the claimant, because Andocides seems 
clearly to say that it is his second son. This raises two final concerns. The first is that the 
date of the scandal and the death of Ischomachus must be moved back to at least 418 in 
order to allow the son of Chrysilla and Callias to be an adult by 400. The second is more 
worrisome. Callias’ first son, Hipponicus, was related (on his mother’s side) to Epylicus 
and could make a claim for his daughter, although he was not so closely related to him as 
Andocides. Callias’ second son does not seem to have been related to Epylicus and would 
have no claim to his daughter. MacDowell, p. 207, and W. E. Thompson, “Leagros,” Ath- 
enaeum n.s. 49 (1971): 328-35, and (above, note 18) p. 141, following Makkink (above, 
note 18), p. 301, have tried to find a way to make Callias’ second son related to Epylicus 
through Callias’ line, but without conclusive results. l l 

2! Davies argues that Callias suffered serious financial losses when the Laureion mines 
could not be worked after 413. But his use (above, note 20), of this fact to explain Callias’ 
behavior depends on a date for the marriage of Callias and Chrysilla in the period after 
the Sicilian expedition (p. 265), and this is probably wrong if Callias’ second son is eigh- 
teen in 400. This does not necessarily undermine the thesis that Callias was interested in 
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Callias’ plundering of the estate for capital explain why the estate was 
worth so much less by the time the sons of Ischomachus came of age. 
The strength of Davies’ hypothesis lies in the consistent picture of a 
very wealthy but frugal man that emerges from the reports of Crati- 
nos, Lysias, and Xenophon and in the possibility that Callias had fi- 
nancial reasons for behaving so outrageously. 

Davies’ hypothesis is strengthened further by the portrayal of Callias 
in philosophical writings, including Plato’s Protagoras, Xenophon’s Sym- 
postum, and Aeschines’ Aspasia. In these three works, Callias is depicted 
as a fantastically rich man who spent his wealth on sophists and lived a 
dissolute life. In Plato’s Apology, Socrates is able to allude to the infa- 
mous scandal of the mother and daughter merely by using the dual of 
Callias’ two sons, the second son being the product of the scandal:?? 


éotov yap aŭt úo vide, & Kahia, fv eyo, ef pév cov tò vide 
KOAW T póoyw eyeveoOnv, etyouev Gv adtotv émiotátnv Aafetv Kai 
Utcb@oac8at, Öç eueddev AUTO kakó te kåyaðð nowoeiv tiv MpOOT- 
Kovoav dpetriv: hv ð äv obtoc Ñ töv inmkõv tc Ü TÖV yewpytKav: 
vuv Ò éneôù avOponw éotóv, tiva avtoiv év v@ čxetç émvotaétyny 
haBew; tig tms toravtns apetys, ts GvOpwntvns te Kai moAtttKyg, 
ELLOTY|ULWV EOTIV; 


You have two sons, Callias, I said; if your sons were colts or calves, we 
could find and hire a trainer for them who would see to making them 
kalos te kagathos with respect to their appropriate virtue. This man would 
be one of the horse trainers or farmers. But as it is, since you have human 
beings, what trainer do you intend to find for them? Who is knowledge- 
able about this kind of human and political virtue? (20a—b) 


When Socrates describes the proper training of a colt, he says that its 
overseer would be a farmer or a groom. The notion that a farmer 
might make a human being kalos te kagathos is considered impossible by 
Plato’s Socrates, yet, in a certain way, that is whom Xenophon’s 
Socrates has chosen to teach Critoboulus. Once again, Xenophon 
seems to be responding to a philosophical tradition in an unusual way. 
Callias’ response to Socrates’ question is “Evenos of Paros, five minae.” 
Callias supposes that the proper educator of a human being is a soph- 


additional landholdings before the war, because he was already using them, as collateral 
for loans in the 420s (Davies, p. 261, citing Cratinos, CAF 333; J. V. A. Fine, Horoi: Studies 
in Mortgage, Real Security and Land Tenure in Ancient Athens, Hesperia Suppl. Vol. g [Bal- 
timore, 1951], p. 171). In other words, it may be that Callias was not in dire straits until 
the war, and that he was motivated by greed rather than need, as Davies suggests. In any 
event, the motive was money. Davies’ explanation of what happened to Callias during the 
war might explain, however, part of his motive to take Chrysilla back after some years, 
when the son was a few years old, if he decided that he then needed her landholdings. 
?2See West (above, note 12), pp. 98—100, but also the caveat in note 20 above. 
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ist. Xenophon responds playfully to this passage in Plato with an even 
more absurd answer, “Ischomachus, the farmer.” Xenophon reveals in 
two places that he is responding to the Platonic Socrates’ comparison of 
educating horses to educating human beings. When Socrates is speak- 
ing with Critoboulus about the latter’s fondness for comedies, he asks 
Critoboulus whether he should not learn the art of managing horses, 
since he spends so much time dealing with them (Qec. 3.9). Critoboulus 
does not quite understand what Socrates is implying, so Socrates says 
that horses, like human beings, reach a point where they become useful 
and capable of improvement (3.10). The Socratic comedy of the Oeco- 
nomicus is the education of the young knight, Critoboulus, and some- 
how the encounter with a farmer, Ischomachus, will educate not a 
horse but Critoboulus. The second passage that shows how Xenophon 
is setting out the problem of educating human beings has to do with 
Ischomachus’ training of his bailiffs. Ischomachus says that colts learn 
to obey when they get something sweet for obedience, and something 
unpleasant for disobedience. Men can be trained in the same way with 
various rewards and punishments (Oec. 13.6—14.10). Ischomachus, the 
farmer, educates men the same way he does colts. Xenophon responds 
to the dialogue with Callias from Plato’s Apology, which set out the 
problem of Socrates as an educator, by playfully suggesting that his 
own Socrates used the events surrounding the life of Callias to educate 
his students in a most unconventional way. Xenophon’s Socrates speaks 
not with Callias but with his father-in-law, who actually believes that 
men can be trained like horses. 

In the Aspasia Aeschines, the Socratic, reverses the scene in Plato’s 
Apology and has Callias ask Socrates to recommend a teacher for his 
sons.*° Socrates is probably alluding to this same scandal by proposing 
Aspasia as their teacher, inasmuch as Aspasia’s special skill was coun- 
seling husbands and wives in the €pwtiky téxvH, the erotic art.** In the 
course of the dialogue, Socrates probably defended his choice of Aspa- 
sia by giving examples of her teaching skills, the last of which is her 
counseling of Xenophon and his wife, which is preserved in Cicero’s De 
inventione rhetorica (31.51-52 = fr. 31 Dittmar). Aspasia first ques- 
tioned them one at a time, asking whether each would prefer the pos- 
sessions of another if they were better or more valuable, to which they 
said they would. When she asked them if they would prefer the hus- 
band or wife of another if they were better, each fell silent: 


23Fr, 17 Dittmar = Max. Tyr. 38.4. For Aeschines’ Aspasia, see Charles Kahn’s discus- 
sion in Chapter 3; also, for a general survey of the writings of Aeschines, see A. E. Taylor, 
“Aeschines of Sphettos,” in Philosophical Studies (London, 1934), pp. 1—27- 

24Fr, go Dittmar = Plut. 24. See B. Ehlers, Eine vorplatonische Deutung des sokratischen 
Eros: Der Dialog Aspasia des Soleratikeis Aischines, Zetemata 41 (Munich, 1966), pp. 35-43. 
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Post Aspasia: Quoniam uterque vestrum, inquit, id mihi solum non re- 
spondit, quod ego solum audire volueram, egomet dicam, quid uterque 
cogitet. Nam et tu, mulier, optimum virum vis habere et tu, Xenophon, 
uxorem habere lectissimam maxime vis. Quare, nisi hoc perfeceritis, ut 
neque vir melior neque femina lectior in terris sit, profecto semper id, 
quod optimum putabitis esse, multo maxime requiretis, ut et tu maritus 
sis quam optimae et haec quam optimo viro nupta sit. 


Then Aspasia said, “Since each of you did not tell me the one thing I 
wanted to hear, Pll tell you what each is thinking. You, his wife, want to 
have the best husband there is, and you, Xenophon, want especially to 
have the most desirable wife there is. Therefore, unless you see to it that 
there is no better husband and no more desirable wife in the world, 
clearly that which you will consider best you will always lack most espe- 
cially, namely, that you be husband to the best wife there is and that she be 
wife to the best husband there is. (31.51—52) 


Xenophon makes a passing allusion to his role in the Aspasia of Ae- 
schines by his reference to Aspasia in the Oeconomicus. Socrates and 
Critoboulus are discussing the need for husbands to educate their 
wives. When Critoboulus asks whether husbands train them them- 
selves, Socrates replies: “I shall introduce Aspasia to you, who will re- 
veal all to you with much more knowledge than I” (ovotjow d€ cou yù 
Kai "Aonaociav, Ñ émtotnpoveotepov uov oor tavta návta éntðeiter, 
Oec. 3.14). The answer to Critoboulus’ question is yes and no. Hus- 
bands take their wives to Aspasia, but Aspasia tells them to make one 
another “as good as possible,” which implies that they should teach one 
another. When Socrates continues speaking, however, he says that the 
goodness of a wife lies in the way she manages the household finances. 
The economic definition of a good wife to which Socrates alludes must 
have some connection to the erotic and moral definition suggested by 
Aeschines’ Aspasia.”° This subject will be taken up in section 3 of this 
chapter. 

From these passages it is clear that the scandalous story of Callias 
and Ischomachus’ daughter and wife played a central role in several 


?5Concerning the comparative teachings of Aspasia and Ischomachus, there are those 
who would argue that against the background of a highly repressive society such as Ath- 
ens, Ischomachus’ view of his wife’s capacities is relatively enlightened: e.g., S. Pomeroy, 
“The Persian King and the Queen Bee,” AJAH g (1984 [pub. 1990]): 103-5; S. Mur- 
naghan, “How a Woman Can Be More Like a Man: The Dialogue between Ischomachus 
and His Wife in Xenophon’s Oeconomicus,” Helios 14 (1988): 9-22. A much less flattering 
view of Ischomachus may be found in S. Vilatte, “La femme, I’ esclave, le cheval, et le 
chien: Les emblèmes du kalos kagathos Ischomaque,” DHA 12 (1986): 271-94. Ae- 
schines’ Aspasia, however, presents a more enlightened view still than Ischomachus’ in 
that women have the same capacity for moral virtue as men. In comparison with Aspa- 
sia’s teaching, Ischomachus limits the possibilities of women. 
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philosophical dialogues of this period. Xenophon has taken the subject 
of the education of wives in which he himself figured in Aeschines and 
removed it to the previous generation in order to discuss the education 
of the famous wife of Ischomachus. The fact that Xenophon mentions 
Aspasia in the Oeconomicus and in Memorabilia 2.6.36, where marriage is 
discussed between Socrates and Critoboulus, lends support to the the- 
sis that Xenophon is replying to Aeschines. Moreover, the fact that his 
Symposium is hosted by Callias and that Callias’ half brother Hermo- 
genes is the source of his Apology demonstrates the central place of Cal- 
lias in Xenophon’s philosophical writings. 

For all these reasons there should be little doubt that Xenophon’s 
Ischomachus is the father-in-law of Callias and that the education of 
his wife must be interpreted accordingly. If the education that Ischo- 
machus gave to his wife prepared her for the kind of outrage she com- 
mitted with Callias, and if this is what one would call a training in 
conventional moral virtue, then the greatest threat to the religious con- 
ventions of society would turn out to be the education of which society 
most approves. That there is a need for Socrates to show the limitations 
and failings of the conventional definition of kalokagathia was shown by 
Critoboulus’ unshakable confidence in the power of his beauty to ob- 
tain whatever he wished without cultivating virtue. Xenophon has cre- 
ated a tension between the conventional education Socrates appears to 
give and the unconventional education that Critoboulus needs, and for 
this reason, his defense of Socrates as a teacher responds to the indict- 
ment of Socrates by Aristophanes. 


2. Xenophon’s Response to Aristophanes: Socrates 
as a Teacher 


The broad outlines of the Oeconomicus recall Aristophanes’ Clouds. A 
young knight, obsessed with the aristocratic good life and horses, 
comes to Socrates for help with his deteriorating financial situation.”° 
In the Clouds, the father sends his son; in the Oeconomicus, Critoboulus 
has to be persuaded that he has money problems. In the Clouds, the 
father wants his son to learn dishonest means of eluding creditors, 
while in the Oeconomicus Critoboulus wants to learn only noble arts.?’ 
Yet the educational problem calls for the same solution. Pheidippides, 
the son of Strepsiades, gets the dishonest education his father wants. 
He is taught how to thwart convention and the laws. Critoboulus is 


26Compare Nub. 25—32, 83, 108-9, 119-25 and Oec. 2.6, 3.8—10. 
?7Nub. 239-46, 429-39, 433-34, 1105-12; Oec. 2.1-9, 4.1. 
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given the appropriate education. He is taught how to make his farm 
profitable and thus avoid ruin. 

Three overt references to the Clouds in the Oeconomicus demonstrate 
that Xenophon himself intended to reply to Aristophanes’ charges of 
corruption by having Socrates give his student the right education.?® 
All three references occur in the central chapter where Socrates and 
Ischomachus are discussing the activities of the gentleman. First, 
Socrates deprecates himself by saying that he “seems to babble sense- 
lessly and to have his head in the clouds” (Oec. 11.3). He points to Aris- 
tophanes’ characterization not only with the words he chooses (cf. Nub. 
225 and 1480) but also by emphasizing that he “seems” or “is reputed” 
(80x) to be this way. In the second reference Ischomachus describes 
his daily activities, saying that after a good ride he has his groom “give 
his horse a roll” (Oec. 11.18). The Clouds begins with the young 
Pheidippides dreaming about horses, and when his father tries to wake 
him, the boy tells his father “to give his horse a roll” (Nub. 32). In the 
third instance, although Ischomachus devotes himself assiduously to 
rhetorical exercise, he cannot win arguments with his wife. Socrates 
suggests that his problem is that “he cannot make the weaker argument 
the stronger one” (Oec. 11.25). In the Clouds, Strepsiades sends his son 
to Socrates expressly to learn how to argue this way (Nub. 112~—18), and 
the boy is shown a debate between two kinds of speakers in which the 
one who can “make the weaker argument the stronger” wins (Nub. 
893-95). 

Socrates hosts this debate between dtkatos Adyosc and Gdixocs ASyos, 
Just and Unjust Speech. Just Speech advocates a traditional education 
consisting of musical training in patriotic songs (g64—72), with empha- 
sis on modesty and chastity, owmpoovvyn (961-63, 973-83, 991-99), 
and athletic competition (1005-8). He teaches civic virtue of an aris- 
tocratic bent that is purely conventional. He cannot give a reasoned 
justification, Adyoc, for believing his education superior. It is simply 
that of which society approves by custom, vóuos. Unjust Speech advo- 
cates a vulgar hedonism that emphasizes luxury (1071—73), sexual li- 
cense (1068—70, 1079-82), and the practice of sophistic rhetoric 
(1055—59). He teaches that there is no justice (go0o—901) and that since 
none of society’s conventions have a rational defense, man might as 
well yield to the nature, gvots, that prompts him to pleasure (1075).7° 
This debate pits a kaloskagathos against a sophist. 


28Cf. Breitenbach (above, note 3), col. 1855; Strauss (above, note 3), pp. 159, 163-64. 
2°See L. Strauss, Socrates and Aristophanes (Chicago, 1966), pp. 3-53; M. Nussbaum, 
“Aristophanes and Socrates on Learning Practical Wisdom,” YCS 26 (1980): 43—97, esp. 


pp. 54-56, 62, and 70. 
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Xenophon’s portrait of Ischomachus and Socrates differs in some re- 
spects from Aristophanes’ depiction of an encounter between a gentle- 
man and a sophist. In the Clouds, Unjust Speech refutes Just Speech on 
the basis of premises admitted by him. Socrates performs no such elen- 
chus on Ischomachus. It is precisely this fact that makes the encounter 
between a philosopher and a gentleman possible. It is as though 
Socrates were able to have a conversation with one of those grand fig- 
ures like Cephalus who flee at the first sign of an elenchus (PI. Rep. 
331C).°° 

If Socrates is diplomatic with Ischomachus, his behavior stands in 
sharp contrast to his elenchus of Critoboulus. The two parts of the 
Oeconomicus follow two different patterns. If the encounter between 
Socrates and Ischomachus shows the dialogue of a philosopher and a 
gentleman, the dialogue between Socrates and Critoboulus shows a 
sophist forcing a young knight into self-refutation. In the first two 
chapters, Socrates confounds his student with three paradoxes. He 
convinces Critoboulus that human beings can be considered posses- 
sions (1.6); that he himself, though one hundred times poorer, is really 
wealthier than Critoboulus (2.1—9); and that although he is wealthier, 
he himself cannot teach Critoboulus anything about the science of oiko- 
nomia (2.21—14). Socrates repeatedly refutes Critoboulus with the very 
definitions he accepts.*' After asserting that he cannot help Critobou- 
lus personally, he says that he will take him to those who can. 

In chapter 3, Socrates makes a series of promises to Critoboulus that 
reveal his paradoxical attitude toward otkonomia (3.1—6). He will show 
him some men who build expensive useless houses, and others who 
build useful ones for less; some who have many valuable movables but 
cannot find them to use, and others who have less but ready to hand; 


30There are certain indications that the encounter between Socrates and Ischomachus 
is modeled on that of the wise man and the tyrant. Xenophon’s Hiero begins with the 
statement that Simonides and Hiero, the tyrant, met “when there was leisure [oydAn]” 
(1.1). Socrates and Ischomachus also are able to meet only because of Ischomachus’ un- 
expected leisure (Oec. 7.1—2; see Strauss [above, note 31], p. 131). Socrates listens pa- 
tiently and does not interrupt the extended speeches of his opponent, much as 
Simonides allows Hiero to speak without interruption for several chapters (Hiero 2.3— 
6.8). Unlike the wise man, however, who refuses to praise the tyrant, Socrates is rather 
free with praise, albeit ironic praise. Cf. Solon and Croesus: Hdt. 1.30.2—32.9; Xen. Oec. 
10.1; 11.10, 19—21; 12.2; 21.1. Xenophon’s Hiero treats this subject with great complex- 
ity. Simonides praises tyranny but does not praise Hiero, who is an unhappy tyrant. See 
V. J. Gray, “Xenophon’s Hiero and the Meeting of the Wise Man and Tyrant in Greek 
Literature,” CQ 36 (1986): 115-23; L. Strauss, On Tyranny (New York, 1963), esp. pp. 
40—45. On Strauss’s general view of the relationship of the Oeconomicus to the Hiero, see 
pp. 30-34, and Strauss (above, note 3), pp. 208-9. 

>'Philodemus notes the improper use of language involved in the paradoxes he cre- 
ates: fr. 1, line 19; col. 5, lines 3-4, p. 14; col. 6, lines 11ff., pp. 16ff; see Laurenti (above, 
note 7), pp. 26-27. 
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some who keep slaves bound and anxious to escape, and others who 
put them under no restraint and make them willing to work and re- 
main; and last, some who say that they are destroyed by farming, and 
others who have what they need in abundance. 

Strauss claims that Socrates keeps only the second half of each 
promise.** Actually, he keeps neither half of any of these promises. As 
for the first two, Ischomachus has a big house with so many things in 
it that his wife cannot find what he requests until he trains her (8.2). 
He openly tells Socrates that he enjoys wealth and plentiful possessions 
and their attendant problems (11.9). Ischomachus has neither a big 
useless house nor a small practical one. He seems to have a big prac- 
tical estate, for, as Socrates observes, his farm is not only self-sufficient 
but produces enough wealth for Ischomachus to adorn the city (11.10). 
Third, the Draconian law by which he rules his slaves says that anyone 
caught stealing shall be “bound” and “executed” (14.5). Next, Ischoma- 
chus probably cannot be described by either half of the fourth promise, 
for Socrates has been portraying the positive example in each promise 
as someone with a simple operation. Ischomachus is not impoverished, 
nor does he have a simple operation that meets its “needs.” Ischoma- 
chus is a real-estate tycoon (20.22—20). 

The puzzling promises of Socrates cannot be said to be fulfilled in 
any ordinary way. Socrates as much as announces that his discourse on 
oikonomia with Ischomachus will require some unconventional inter- 
pretation. After Socrates has made these promises, he asks Critoboulus 
to watch and learn. When Critoboulus says that he will if he can, 
Socrates says: “Well then, you must cross-examine yourself as you 
watch and ask yourself whether you are understanding what you see” 
(oOdKOUV yp Beduevov oavtod ànronerpoða Ei yvóon, 3-7). Socrates 
compares the education he is about to give Critoboulus to a comedy, 
noting that Critoboulus is always dragging him to comedies, but that 
this is the first time he ever invited Socrates to teach him something. 
When Critoboulus watches this comedy, however, Socrates says that he 
must not be passive and watch for pleasure as he usually does; he 
must be active and critical of himself if he is to understand the message 


(3.7—10). 


32Strauss (above, note 3), pp. 107—12. Strauss suggests first that Socrates is showing 
Critoboulus only the successful farmer, Ischomachus, and that “the Oeconomicus would be 
deliberately incomplete,” but then he adds that “Socrates might be the always present 
model of the bad practice of the economic art or at least of some of its parts” (p. 109). 
Strauss’s division of good economist/bad economist does not work, for Socrates cannot be 
the bad economist with the big, unprofitable, disorganized estate, nor can Ischomachus 
be the good economist with the small, profitable, organized estate. 
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This passage is a guide to the interpretation of the Oeconomicus. What 
we are about to see is a comedy, but not one that is designed to delight. 
It is a comedy of education and an educating comedy. Socrates will 
speak in a way that Critoboulus will misunderstand unless he “puts 
himself to the test,” “acts as his own dialectical opponent” (sautou 
apopeirasthai, Oec. 3.7).°° Critoboulus has been given a hint that Soc- 
rates will be saying things, the meaning of which will not be self- 
evident—that is, he will be saying things that do not mean quite what 
they appear to mean. When, in chapters 4 and 5, Socrates begins the 
test of Critoboulus, he appears to be deliberately sophistical, a portrait 
whose best parallel is the dissembling adikos logos of Aristophanes’ Clouds. 

After hearing Socrates’ promises, Critoboulus asks to be taught those 
branches of knowledge that “seem to be the most noble” (af S0xovot 
KGAMOTAL TOV EXLOTHUOV, 4.1). Critoboulus is concerned to acquire an 
education that has the appearance of nobility. Socrates proposes 
that they pass over the manual trades because they make men 
bad citizens.°* What remain are the arts of war and farming, and 
these must have something to do with being a gentleman, for at 
Symposium 3.4, Antisthenes says that the manual trades are the opposite 
of kalokagathia. 

Socrates proposes to examine these arts by using the King of Persia 
as their model: “Socrates said, “We shall not be ashamed to imitate the 
King of the Persians, shall we?” ( ‘Apa, én 6 Zwoxpatyg¢, yù aioyvvOapev 
tov Tlepowv Baoéa uyuńoaocða, 4.4). The form of his question not 
only seeks a negative answer but may also indicate fear at what the an- 
swer may be (H. W. Smyth, Greek Grammar [Cambridge, 1956] 598-99). 
Critoboulus is shocked by the suggestion that the King of Persia actu- 
ally cares about farming (4.5). One can imagine that Callias was equally 
shocked in Aeschines’ Aspasia, but whereas an expert on marriage 
might be the most appropriate teacher for members of Callias’ family, 
there is no indication that the Great King, as the wealthiest landowner 
in the world, would be the best teacher for Critoboulus;** for Crito- 


*“LSJ s.v. gives this sense of apopeiraomai, adducing as evidence Plato Portagoras 311b, 
349c. Cf. Ar. Nub. 477, where the chorus tell Socrates to “make trial of” or “refute” 
(upopetro) the beliefs of Strepsiades. 

Socrates’ slight of the Bavavouai téxvat, the “illiberal” arts, ought to be taken, with 
Strauss (above, note 3), p. 115, as a biased remark playing on the prejudices of Crito- 
boulus. The philosophical implications of the remark, however, lie in Socrates’ use of the 
word katahvpatvovtat, which is a recurrent theme in the Oeconomicus. In the instances 
where it occurs, it implies that one may “harm” an instrument if one does not know how 
to use it (2.13, 3.10). If, therefore, the manual arts spoil the bodies of those who practice 
them, they must not fulfill the highest function of a human being, which is the general 
purport of the passage. 

“Strauss (above, note 3), p. 113. 
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boulus problems are related not to money but to his careless pursuit of 
lovers (Oec. 2.7). ae . 

In the speech that follows, Socrates advocates imitation of the King 
of Persia and farming in particular. He emphasizes the “pleasant, 
16vc, and the “beautiful” or “noble,” kaddc, aspects of the life of the 
Great King in chapter 4 and of the farming life per se in chapter p 
Socrates notes that the Great King’s personal farms are paradises, 
full of good and “beautiful” things. When Lysander sees the gardens 
at Sardis, Cyrus is dressed in unusually “beautiful” clothes of which 
Lysander takes special note (Oec. 4.23). Lysander remarks on the 
“beauty” of the gardens, which “pleases” Cyrus greatly (4.21—22). Yet 
after seeing how elaborately dressed the king is, Lysander refuses to 
call him a kaloskagathos and, withholding the kalos, calls him only aga- 
thos (4.25).°° . 

When Socrates describes farming, he calls it a luxury, ñðvráðea, a 
word that denotes debauchery in the Memorabilia (2.6.24) and Sympo- 
sium (4.9, 41). The earth is said to provide decoranion for altars along 
with the most “pleasant” smells and sights (Oec. 5.3).”" He asks: “What 
art is more ‘pleasant’ than farming, inviting all comers to take what 
they will? What art more generous for entertaining guests?” (5.7). (The 
obligation to entertain guests is one of Critoboulus’ problems at Oeco- 
nomicus 2.5). The farming life provides warm baths in winter, 1s pleas- 
ant” for wives, and desired by children (5.10). He again emphasizes the 
“pleasantness” of farming by saying that no possession is more “pleas- 
ant,” iov (5.11). The earth is said to teach justice, but her definition 
of justice is that she allows the most hardworking (5.4), the strongest 
(5.7), and the most manly to benefit from her the most. This definition 
based on the survival of the fittest describes the justice of nature, physis, 
not of man. The entire passage is very similar to the position advocated 
by Unjust Speech in the Clouds.** o 

The same sort of parallels exist between Ischomachus and the dikatos 
logos. Just Speech is older (Nub. 915), is plainly dressed, and disdains 


36Strauss (above, note 3), p. 119. We also know that Lysander wanted money from 
Cyrus for his navy, a fact that might suggest that even Lysander’s limited praise is 
prompted by need (Xen. Hell. 1.5.1—9; Plut. Lys. 4). TRPIN 

37k60p0c¢ and koopéw are sie throughout chapters 4 and 5 to emphasize the ap 

xury of Cyrus: 4.8, 23; 5.3. 

Pes’ The ea a ee recalls Unjust Speech’s hedonistic teAog (Nub. 1074). The 
portrayal of Cyrus in all of his torques and fine robes recalls the appearance of Unjust 
Speech when he enters the stage (920). All three issues with which Unjust Speech e 
Just Speech are advocated by Socrates in chapters 4 and 5. Socrates praises warm bat 
as does Unjust Speech (1044—54). The justice that the earth teaches has its parallel in the 
argument by Unjust Speech that rhetorical skill should be used to the advantage of a 
best speaker (1055—59). Last, the entire basis of Socrates panegyric on the farming life 
is its pleasure, an argument from physis used by Unjust Speech (1075). 
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the ornate decoration of his opponent (920); he rejects makeup (977), 
warm baths (991, 1045), and those who linger in the agora practicing 
rhetoric (1003-4); he approves of modesty and chastity, tO owdpovetv 
(1061—69), and he is slandered by an unchaste audience of citizens 
(1085—1104); he is manly and advocates vigorous exercise to give the 
skin that desirable glow (100g—18). Ischomachus is clearly the older of 
him and Socrates; he disdains ornate dress (Oec. 10.3) and makeup 
(10.5) and uses a strigil to clean himself in the manly fashion rather 
than baths (11.18); he takes note of the idlers in the agora who do 
harm to others and the city (11.22); he believes in to sophronein, which 
he defines not as chastity but as “making one’s possessions as good as 
possible and increasing them by just and noble means” (7.1 5); he too is 
slandered by the city (11.21); he advocates work for his wife (10.1 1) and 
exercise for himself (11.12) to produce that healthy glow.?? Last, Just 
Speech loses the debate because he cannot use rhetoric and argument 
to defend his position.*° Ischomachus loses arguments with his wife be- 
cause he cannot “make the weaker argument the stronger” (11.25). 

Socrates continues to use “pleasant” and “beautiful” throughout his 
dialogue with Ischomachus.*' Xenophon portrays his own version of 
the debate between Unjust and Just Speech in the dialogue of Socrates 
and Ischomachus. In Xenophon’s version, however, Socrates need not 
refute his adversary, because the ultimate refutation of Ischomachus’ 
teaching is already known. (Just as Socrates’ school is burned to the 
ground in the Clouds, Ischomachus’ family is brought to shame and in- 
famy by the public outrage his wife commits.) Rather, Socrates is able to 
let Critoboulus judge the merit of Ischomachus’ discourse for himself. 
The task that remains is to discern whether Xenophon was indicting 
Socrates as Aristophanes did, or whether there is some higher purpose 
to Xenophon’s response to the Clouds. One must ask whether Socrates 
actually corrupts the young Critoboulus, as Unjust Speech did Pheidip- 
pides, or whether some positive teaching emerges from his suspect 
method. 


3. Eros and Economics 


In his long speech at the end of the Symposium, Socrates attempts to 
persuade Callias with ironic praise not to make improper advances on 


39Gf. ebypowtépav at Oec. 10.11 and Xpouav Aaumpav at Nub. 1012, and see Oec. 10.1 
for the manly training of Ischomachus’ wife. 

**Nussbaum (above, note 29), pp. 62—63; Strauss (above, note 29), Pp- 31—33. 

1lOec. 7.9; 10.1; 11.10-11, 13; 15.13; 16.9. 
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his beloved, Autolycus (8.12). He argues that one should use neither 
force nor persuasion to attain what one wants from a lover: 


6 pev yap PraCdpevoc éavtòv movnpòv amodeikvuet, Ó S€ nelBwv tiv 


TOU åvaneðopévov poxny dStadGetper. GAAG env Kat 6 XPnpátov ye 
GNELTOAWY trv pav ti wadrdov otepEet tov xpirápevov À 6 év &yopa 
KWAWVKAL &O6t66pEVOG: 


For the man who uses force reveals himself as a lecher, but one who uses 
persuasion corrupts the soul of the one he persuades. By the same token, 
why in the world would one who sells his youth for money have more af- 
fection for the one who buys it than would a businessman who sells and 
delivers his wares in the market? (8.20—21) 


After portraying the problem of treating lovers casually, as things that 
can be bought, sold, forced, or won over, Socrates attempts to describe 
the difference between Heavenly Love and Vulgar Love.*? 


Kai yap Ô oket pou Ô pev tm etet TOV VOUV TPOOEXWV peproðwuévy 
X@POv €ouKevau. ot yap OTTWS athevovoc GEvoc yevntau émusreAertar, GAd’ 
ÖTWS AÙTÒG Sti TAELOTA para KapTOoetan. Ô 6€ TNG þras éþrépevos 
paAAov EOLKE TW TOV OLKELOV å&ypòv kKektNuévo: mávtToðev yovv þépwv 6 tı 
äv Suvytae metovoc GEvov mowr TOV EpMpeEvov. 


For truly, one who pays attention to his lover’s appearance alone seems to 
me to be like someone who has leased a plot of land. For he will not take 
pains that it become more valuable, but only that he himself reap as great 
a harvest as possible. But one who longs for friendship is more like some- 
one who has acquired his very own field. By bringing whatever he can 
from wherever he can get it, he makes that which he loves more valuable. 


(8.25) 


These passages help to explain the Xenophontic Socrates’ conception 
of the relationship of ozkonomia and of the basiliké techné to philia. 

The goal of the estate management in this passage is to increase the 
“value” of the estate but not to make the estate as productive as pos- 
sible at the expense of its “value.” The long-term good of the estate is 
more important than its short-term profitability. When he speaks of 
friendship, Socrates implies that either one can attempt to reap a mo- 
mentary profit of pleasure from a friend or one can invest in a long- 
term relationship “by bringing whatever one can get from wherever 
one can get it” in order to make the friend better. Since Socratic edu- 
cation is aimed at the “improvement” of a human being, one might 
conclude that education grows out of friendship and that both are 


“Cf. the speech of Pausanias in Plato Symposium 180d—185¢. 
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founded on Socrates’ understanding of oikonomia. When this concept of 
management is applied to political rule, it implies that one rules not for 
one’s own sake but for the sake of the governed. Socrates and Thrasy- 
machus argue this same point in the Republic, where the art of making 
money chrematistics, has to be separated from the art of ruling (341c— 
344c).*° Thrasymachus supposes that the purpose of ruling is to reap 
a profit; Socrates argues that its purpose is to make the governed bet- 
ter. When Socrates discusses philia in Xenophon’s Symposium, the chre- 
matistic view becomes Vulgar Love and the true art of ruling becomes 
Heavenly Love. 

The subtlety with which Xenophon treats these issues should not go 
unnoticed. The precise wording of Socrates’ summary of Ischomachus’ 
view is masterfully obfuscating: Nj Ata, éy@ ĝé yé oor, épyyv, & Iox- 
Gwaye, Erondoas A€yw A wiv morteveE oor púder Prretv TAVTA TAVTAS, 
ap’ wv äv wereroOar vopitwow, “By Zeus, I said, I say to you, 
Ischomachus, with a solemn oath, that I believe you that all men love 
by nature those things by which they may think they are benefited” 
(Oec. 20.29). Socrates uses the word phileé to allude to the difference 
between the two different conceptions of “love,” and he masks his po- 
sition by the ambiguous use of opheled. “Beneficial” is a neutral term 
that can apply to things or to people. When it is used to describe how 
one benefits from a thing, it refers to profit, and when it is used of ben- 
efit from people, to good service. The definition of oikonomia as the 
knowledge of how to make that which one possesses “beneficial” can 
suit either chrematistics or the true art of ruling. In order to show how 
Socrates intends for Critoboulus to apply the art of ruling to his goal of 
becoming a gentleman and making friends with gentlemen, it is useful 
to examine how Ischomachus conceives of the application of the “ben- 
eficial” to his relationships with people. 

The process of making people “beneficial” is a kind of education. Xe- 
nophon introduces the subject of education in chapter 3, where he and 
Critoboulus discuss the need to train wives. Socrates says that young 
men, like young horses, reach an age where they become useful and 
“continue to become better” (3.10). Plato’s Protagoras promises that 
anyone who studies with him becomes better and every day “continues 
to become better” (Prt. 318a). Aeschines’ Aspasia tells Xenophon and 
his wife that they must make each other as good as possible (Cic. Inv. 
rhet. 31.52). The implication in the Protagoras and in the Aspasia is that 
improvement comes about through an education in moral virtue. Xe- 


43See Breitenbach (above, note 3), cols. 1869—70; Strauss (above, note 3), pp. 200-204. 
This section attempts to disprove Strauss’s position (p. 202) that Socrates is recommend- 
ing chrematistics to Critoboulus. 
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nophon conceives of improvement in the same way in the Memorabilia, 
where Socrates associates “becoming better” with moral education.** 
Education enables people to know and do what is “beneficial” (Mem. 
4-1.5). 

There is no hint of Ischomachus giving either his wife or his servants 
moral education. Ischomachus first teaches his wife that sophrosyne is 
the practice of making one’s property as good as possible and of in- 
creasing it by noble and just means (7.15). She is to accomplish this by 
overseeing the interior needs of the house: keeping the inventory 
(7.25), rousing the workers to the fields (7.33), presiding over the loom 
(7.34), and the like. She is taught organization (8.10) and administra- 
tive control over the servants (g.14). Last, she is taught to avoid 
makeup and to make herself pleasing by working (10.g—10).*? Each 
part of her education will make her more “profitable” to Ischomachus, 
but no part will give her insight into the nature of virtue. 

When Ischomachus trains his bailiffs, he teaches them the following: 
loyalty by giving them a share of the profits (12.6—7); concern for the 
welfare of the estate by gifts and praise (12.15—16); the art of ruling by 
teaching them to punish slaves when they disobey and to reward them 
when they obey (13.4—12); and justice, that is, not to steal, by treating 
them just as he told them to treat the slaves with punishments from the 
laws of Draco and Solon and rewards from the laws of the King of Per- 
sia (14.3—10). The basis of his entire training is financial reward for 


obedience and punishment for disobedience. He holds a high esteem — 


of his training and claims that he treats his loyal servants “just like free 
men” (@omep éAevOEpous) by enriching them and by honoring them 
“like gentlemen” (s kadovcs te kàyaðoús, 14.9). This should not ob- 
scure the fact that Ischomachus uses money and praise to win the 
“willing” obedience of those who are not free to choose to disobey. Xe- 
nophon’s use of dsper, “just as,” indicates that Ischomachus gives “the 


“Mem. 1.2.61; 1.6.9; 2.2.4, 6; 2.3.17; 3.3.2; 4.2.23; esp. 4.8.6-11. 

”The observation of Strauss (above, note 3), pp. 147-50, that her education on the 
subject of order, for instance, is a model for the method by which Socrates himself 
teaches is well taken. I disagree with his interpretation of Xenophon’s intentions, how- 
ever, when he suggests that Socrates learned how to be a philosopher from Ischomachus 
(p. 148). I would state the case differently. Socrates is showing Critoboulus a model of 
pure chrematistics that so alienated Socrates in his youth that he turned to human in- 
vestigations. Strauss’s interpretation of Ischomachus'’ teachings as a model of the Socratic 
enterprise implies that Critoboulus should imitate him. Strauss fails to define whether 
Critoboulus should imitate him exactly or by some enlightened interpretation, and so I 
would see the philosophical applications of Ischomachus’ teachings as an indication that 
he is a sort of anti-Socrates, as Just and Unjust Speech are opposites of one another, al- 
though sharing some common attributes. 


Friendship and Profit in Xenophon’s Oeconomicus [ 233 ] 


appearance” of being free and “the appearance” of being gentlemen to 
men who are “in reality” neither.*° 

Socrates expresses dissatisfaction with the training both of Ischoma- 
chus’ wife and of his bailiffs. While listening patiently to Ischomachus’ 
discourse with his wife, Socrates expresses his surprise at the way he 
teaches and asks whether it works (8.1; 9.1, 18; 10.9). When Ischoma- 
chus describes how he teaches servants, Socrates expresses the same 
surprise (12.6, 10; 13.53 15-3) and continually asks whether the ser- 
vants “need [to learn] something more” (13.1, 3; 14.15 15.1). The 
source of his dissatisfaction appears to lie in Ischomachus'’ failure to ap- 
preciate the potential of human beings for some higher kind of im- 
provement. Ischomachus even compares his training to the way one 
trains colts (13.7), an apparent allusion to the Callias passage in Plato’s 
Apology (20a—b; cf. Oec. 3.10). 

Throughout Ischomachus’ discourse on his relations with human be- 
ings, Socrates is largely silent or dubious and questioning, with one ex- 
ception. In the central chapter of the Oeconomicus, where Ischomachus 
describes what a kaloskagathos does, Socrates engages Ischomachus. He 
has a special interest in understanding what a gentleman is and does. 
When Ischomachus says that Socrates might be able to correct him if 
he speaks out of turn, Socrates deprecates himself by alluding to his 
characterization by Aristophanes. He says that this slander would have 
disheartened him entirely if he had not learned that money was not 
necessary to acquire virtue. He says that when he saw a crowd admir- 
ing the horse of Nicias the foreigner, he asked whether the horse had 
a lot of money. When he was met with puzzled looks, he realized that 
money was not a condition for virtue, and he now asks Ischomachus to 
teach him virtue. Ischomachus responds: “You’re a kidder, Socrates” 
(11.3-7). This passage demonstrates that Socrates indeed desires to 
separate chrematistics from virtue. Moreover, his humorous reference 
to the horse emphasizes rather pathetically that a human being cannot 
be educated like an animal. 

When Socrates and Ischomachus pass to a discussion of farming per 
se, a dramatic shift takes place. Socrates expresses renewed interest in 
the views of Ischomachus. They speak freely, and Ischomachus leads 
Socrates through dialectic to an understanding of farming. ‘The reason 


46There are two forces of dsper: to indicate a close comparison, “like as, even as”; and 
to limit or modify an assertion or apologize for a metaphor, “as it were, so to speak” (LSJ 
s.v. I and II). I submit that while Ischomachus may flatter himself by thinking that he 
treats them “just as free men,” the latter meaning, “free men, as it were,” gives the ap- 
propriate pathetic ring to what Xenophon intends. 
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for this sudden change is that Ischomachus is no longer talking about 
the education of human beings, where his limited view of human “ben- 
efit” left Socrates dissatisfied. When he speaks of the land, his desire to 
make it as good as possible seems to fit Socrates’ simile of Heavenly 
Love until the very end, when Socrates discovers that here too chre- 
matistics is more important to Ischomachus than his love of farming. 

In the course of their dialogue, Ischomachus speaks about farming 
in a way that is consistent with Socrates’ description of farming in his 
simile from the Symposium. Ischomachus’ words have certain appli- 
cations to moral education. They first discuss the nature of the soil 
(16.1—2). As a teacher, Socrates had first to consider the nature of his 
students (Mem. 4.1.3).4” When they discuss the sowing of seed, Socrates 
asks whether soil is like draught animals in that the more one puts in 
them, the more one gets out (Oec. 17.9). Ischomachus again says that 
Socrates is “kidding around” and replies that weak soil needs less seed 
(17.10—11). Although Ischomachus trains men like animals, he recog- 
nizes that land must be treated differently, case by case, and whereas he 
teaches his servants justice only by rewarding the hardest workers, he 
treats land according to its own particular nature, physis. Socrates fo- 
cuses attention on his interest in the philosophical applications of this 
discussion by calling himself a philosopher (16.9). When Ischomachus 
compares weeds to useless drones in a beehive, Socrates reacts very ea- 
gerly (17.14—15). The mention of drones recalls to Socrates the need to 
“cut out” like weeds that which is “unbeneficial” in one’s life: vice (Cyr. 
2.2.25; Mem. 1.2.54—55). Finally, they consider the planting of fruit 
trees (Oec. 19.1). Socrates compares the cultivation of friends to the 
cultivation of fruit trees in Memorabilia 2.4.7. 

In the end, Socrates learns that Ischomachus buys run-down farms 
and improves them (Oec. 20.22—23), just as he himself improves those 
who need education. But while Ischomachus does so for profit (20.24— 
28), Socrates improves human beings for their own sake. In the Mem- 
orabilia Socrates reveals that his purpose in educating others is not 
money but friendship: 


eBavjpale ©’, ei tus Gpetiv ETrayyeAAGuevos ApyvpLtov mPATTOLTO KAL Ly 
vouiCor tO péytotov Képdocg éķeiwv þpúov àyaððv Ktnodpevoc, Aà 
þoßoito, pr ó yevópevoç KaAdG KayaOds TH TA péyrota EVEpyeTHOavtt uri 
tiv weytotnv yápuw EEov. 


He was amazed that anyone would take money for introducing others to 
virtue and that anyone would not consider that he would have the greatest 


47David O'Connor's essay treats the kind of students Socrates seeks and the signifi- 
cance of the requirement that they have “good natures” (see Chapter 6, section 5). 
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gain from acquiring a good friend and would instead fear that anyone 
who had become a gentleman would not have the greatest affection for 
the one who had given him the greatest benefaction. (1.2.7) 


In order to interpret how Socrates’ promises in chapter 3 are fulfilled, 
one must understand that Socrates has a higher or even “ironic” defi- 
nition of ockonomia. Socrates is using the topic of estate management to 
teach Critoboulus about friendship. For Socrates, the worth of a house- 
hold must be measured in human terms. An increase in the value of a 
household can be accomplished only by making those who use it better 
educated and thus more beneficial to one another. Ischomachus pos- 
sesses great material wealth, but his knowledge of how to make money 
does not make human beings more “beneficial” to others, only more 
“profitable” to him. Socrates, on the other hand, possesses very little 
material wealth and yet has an abundance of friends who are a source 
of “benefit” to him and to others. The true possessor of the kingly art 
and the true gentleman knows how to benefit human beings and treats 
friends as his most valuable possession. 

The question of why Socrates would teach this lesson so paradoxi- 
cally and of why Xenophon would compare this lesson for Critoboulus 
to the debate between Just and Unjust Speech is best explained by the 
profoundly ironic final words of Ischomachus: “[The gods] give tyran- 
nical rule over unwilling subjects, as it seems to me, to whomever they 
consider to be worthy to live just like Tantalus is said to live in Hades: 
spending all eternity in fear of dying a second time” (tò è &kdévtwv 
tupavverv Sddaow, ds uol doxet, od¢ äv hywvtar GElous Åva Bo- 
teve.v orep 6 Tavtados év “Arðov Aé€yetar tov tei ypdvov dSuatpi peu 
poBPovpevos, uù Sts &moðbávy, Oec. 21.12). The irony of the reference 
of Tantalus is twofold. Ischomachus, like Tantalus, has wealth beyond 
measure, the source of which is land.*® They share a love of both 
money and land. There is some doubt, moreover, that Ischomachus 
rules over willing subjects. His wife is bound to him by marriage, and 
his bailiffs and slaves are bound to him by ownership and ruled by the 
laws of Draco and Solon. His system of rewards for fidelity is nothing 
more than an attempt to buy willingness with money. Socrates argues 
in the Symposium that while one who uses force on a lover exposes his 
own baseness, one who uses persuasive means corrupts the soul of the 
one he persuades (8.20-21). There are good grounds to suspect that 


48 Aes, Niobe frs. 158-59 = Plut. De exil. 603a—b and Max.cum princ. 778b—c. Interest- 
ingly enough, Plutarch refers to Xenophon both times he cites fr. 158. He portrays Tan- 
talus as a large landholder and uses the metaphor of farming for friendship (cf. Max. cum 
princ. 776d). Plato also considers Tantalus’ wealth prodigious (Euthd. 11d; Prt. 315d). 
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Ischomachus is very much like Tantalus and that the destruction to 
which his family comes is like the punishment of Tantalus. 

These words also express the nature of Socrates’ practice of the 
kingly art as a teacher. He can lead his students to virtue only if they 
themselves wish to be led. Xenophon makes much of the fact that 
Critias and Alcibiades did not become true followers of Socrates be- 
cause they were “unwilling” to be refuted (Mem. 1.2.47). Socrates 
teaches his students what they want to learn. When they, like Critobou- 
lus, desire only wealth and reputation and sexual license, Socrates 
shows them that the ultimate outcome of their desires will be ruinous. 
Just as Aristophanes taught Socrates the necessity of examining the 
human things, so too Socrates prompts Critoboulus to consider the hu- 
man things by a comedy of his own. 

I have argued in this essay that the Oeconomicus is a Socratic dialogue, 
not a treatise expressing Xenophon’s views on farming. The problems 
that Critoboulus is shown to have in Xenophon’s other writings 
must affect how one understands Socrates’ purpose in this dialogue. 
Socrates must be attempting to teach Critoboulus the difference be- 
tween real friendships and the hedonistic trysts he currently pursues. 
Socrates gives Critoboulus a subtle warning that he will not understand 
the story of his encounter with Ischomachus unless he “cross- 
examines” himself as he listens. He must ask himself whether what he 
is hearing about otkonomia has some applications to his own favorite 
topic of philia. 

The identity of Ischomachus should create substantial doubts in the 
mind of Critoboulus about emulating this “reputed gentleman.” More- 
over, the sophisticated use of parallels between Socrates and Ischoma- 
chus and Unjust and Just Speech from Aristophanes’ Clouds should 
confirm these doubts. Socrates puts on a comedy for Critoboulus 
where he stars as Unjust Speech and Ischomachus stars as Just Speech. 
Critoboulus knows that just as Socrates’ school burned to the ground in 
Aristophanes’ Clouds, in this real-life comedy Ischomachus’ family 
comes into the most hideous ill repute. The closing reference to the 
punishment of Tantalus would only confirm his fears. Socrates shows 
him how appealing the life of a “reputed gentleman” can be with his 
constant references to the “sweetness” and “beauty” of the farming life. 
But Critoboulus should also beware that “the sweet life” has a price. 
The kind of “willing subjects” Ischomachus has is not the kind Crito- 
boulus wants. Socrates has tried to show Critoboulus that his usurious 
kind of love is a misapplication of the kingly art of ruling: Critoboulus 
has been tyrannical with his beauty, using it to buy and sell lovers 
for pleasure the way Ischomachus uses people and property for his 
own profit. 
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There is another way to treat people, and this is suggested by the ex- 
ample of Socrates himself, who does not imitate Ischomachus. Socrates 
went on to find a higher definition of “a ruler of willing subjects” in his 
investigation of the human things. He cannot force this definition 
upon his students against their will, as that would contradict the defi- 
nition itself. He shows those who are willing to do so how to evaluate 
themselves by what one might rightly call an “ironic” method of telling 
stories that have an apparent meaning and a higher and truer mean- 
ing. This method suggests not only that Socrates does not approve of 
the conventional definition of a gentleman but that he regards this life 
as having only the appearance of virtue without the necessary sub- 
stance. The life that uses wealth as the basis of human relationships 
ignores the paradoxical truth that Socratic poverty makes possible 
friendship, which is the truest form of wealth and the basis of the best 
way of life. | 


PART II 


The Hellenistic Heirs 
of Socrates 


[9 ] 


Plato’s Socrates and the Stoics 


Gisela Striker 


It is no novelty to say that the Stoics saw themselves as followers of 
Socrates. According to Diogenes Laertius (7.2), Zeno turned to philos- 
ophy after reading the second book of Xenophon’s Memorabilia. The 
Socratic descent of the Stoics was canonized into a school genealogy by 
the Hellenistic historians, who constructed the “succession” Socrates- 
Antisthenes-Diogenes-Crates-Zeno. As far as this suggests that each of 
the older philosophers was in some formal sense a teacher of the next, 
this is probably an exaggeration.' However, it is easy to find typically 
“Socratic” doctrines in Stoic ethics—such as, for example, the concep- 
tion of virtue as a kind of knowledge, with its corollary, the denial of 
axpaota; the thesis of the unity of the virtues; and also, at least on one 
common ancient interpretation of Socrates, the notorious thesis that 
virtue is identical with happiness. But the genealogy also seems to 
indicate that the Stoics’ Socrates was not, or not primarily, Plato’s 
Socrates, but rather the Socrates of Antisthenes and the Cynics, or pos- 
sibly Xenophon’s.* And indeed the Stoic system looks at first sight so 
different from what we seem to find in Plato’s early dialogues that one 
might be inclined to think that the Stoic version of Socratic doctrine 
had very little to do with the Socrates of those dialogues. This may be 
the reason why recent studies of Stoic philosophy have tended, in the 


'Cf. G. Giannantoni, Socraticorum Reliquiae (Naples, 1983—85), 3:'706—11. 
?For Xenophon’s Socrates as a possible source of reflection for the early Stoics, see the 
essay of Joseph DeFilippo and Phillip Mitsis in Chapter 10 of this volume. 
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absence of extant texts by the major Cynics, to concentrate on the in- 
fluence of Aristotle rather than Plato as a philosophical predecessor 
of Stoicism.* 

This picture has of course been radically challenged by F. H. 
Sandbach;* but whether or not the Stoics read Aristotle at all, we might 
take Sandbach’s monograph as a salutary reminder that proximity in 
time need not mean proximity in thought. By contrast with Aristotle, 
there seems to be good evidence that the Stoics read Plato. Zeno is 
said to have written against the Republic (Plut. De Stoic. repugn. 1043€), 
and Plutarch also mentions several times a book by Chrysippus en- 
titled Against Plato on Justice (De Stoic. repugn. 1040a; cf. 1040d, 1041¢— 
d; De comm. not. 10'70f), in which Chrysippus too seems to have mainly 
criticized the Republic.” Zeno also is said to have been a pupil of Xeno- 
crates and Polemon, but no Peripatetic is mentioned among his teach- 
ers. So apparently Zeno went to the Academy, not the Lyceum. The 
assumption that he must have known and studied Aristotle’s writ- 
ings seems mainly based on the tradition according to which Theo- 
phrastus was the most popular teacher of philosophy at the time Zeno 
came to Athens. 

If the Stoics knew at least some of Plato’s books rather well but also, 
as is evident, did not agree with most of his ethics, we should assume 
that they could hardly have ignored what Plato had to say about those 
Socratic doctrines that they themselves had adopted. That is to say, we 
should expect them to have sought a way out of the difficulties Plato 
had pointed out, so as to show that they were not open to the same 
objections. I think indeed that this is what they did—they tried to con- 
struct a Socratic ethics that would be immune to Plato’s criticisms, and 
they attacked Plato in turn where they thought he had left Socratic 
ground, thereby producing an alternative version of certain doctrines 
that. were developed by Plato (and, as it happens, Aristotle) in a differ- 
ent direction. Thus I think Socrates’ influence on the Stoics was not 
limited to some attractive theses the Stoics undertook to argue on in- 
dependent grounds. To some extent their Socrates was also Plato’s, and 
their version of Socratic doctrine might even be illuminating in places 
where Plato apparently took an objection to be conclusive and tried a 


different line. 


3Cf. J. M. Rist, Stoic Philosophy (Cambridge, 1969), p. 1: “The phrase ‘post-Aristotelian 
philosophy’ is gradually being taken to refer to philosophy largely governed by Aristotle 
rather than to philosophy posterior to Aristotle but largely unrelated to him.” See also B. 
Inwood, Ethics and Human Action in Early Stoicism (Oxford, 1985), pp. 9—17, with my dis- 
cussion, Canadian Journal of Philosophy 19 (1989): 91—100 at pp. 93—96. 

‘Aristotle and the Stoics, Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological Society 10 (Cam- 
bridge, 1985); for some reservations, see B. Inwood, PR g5 (1986): 470-73. 

*For discussion, see P. A. Vander Waerdt’s essay in Chapter 11. 
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I try to illustrate this general picture by two connected examples: 
first, the thesis that virtue is sufficient for happiness,° and second, the 
doctrine that virtue is a kind of knowledge or a craft, namely, knowl- 
edge of good and evil. Both were abandoned by Plato in his mature 
dialogues, and both were defended by the Stoics. 


1. The Sufficiency of Virtue for Happiness 


The Gorgias contains probably the most explicit statements of Socra- 
tes’ thesis that virtue (or justice) is all that is needed for happiness. At 
471e, Socrates declares: “I say that the admirable [kaddéc] and good 
person, man or woman, is happy, but that the one who is unjust and 
bad is miserable.”” In the Gorgias, this claim is defended first by an in- 
direct argument to show that injustice is the greatest evil and hence in- 
compatible with happiness; then, after the refutation of Callicles, by 
arguments purporting to show that even on Callicles’ view, justice, be- 
ing the good of the soul, will be needed for a happy life. Socrates con- 
cludes his argument at 507c by stating that “the good man does well 
and admirably whatever he does, and the man who does well is blessed 
and happy, while the corrupt man, the one who does badly, is misera- 
ble.” As far as I can see, Socrates’ arguments in this dialogue do not 
really support the claim that virtue or justice is not only necessary 
but sufficient for happiness—one has the impression that Socrates is 
overstating his case (and that Plato is aware of this—see the reactions 
of Callicles). 

A different line of support for Socrates’ thesis comes up in the Eu- 
thydemus (2'78e—282e and 28ge—2g2e). There Socrates argues that the 
“kingly craft,” easily recognizable as the “knowledge of good and evil” 
identified with virtue in other early dialogues, is the only good, strictly 
speaking. This is said to be so because all other so-called goods, things 
like health, beauty, wealth, and power, will be useful to those who have 
them only if used in the right way—and the kingly craft is what tells us 
how to use them. Therefore, as Socrates says (2814), “in all these things 
we said at first were good, the question is not how they are in them- 
selves good by nature, but this is the point, it seems: if ignorance leads 
them, they are greater evils than their opposites, inasmuch as they are 


°For this as a Socratic thesis, see, for example, G. Vlastos, “Happiness and Virtue in 
Socrates’ Moral Theory,” PCPS 30 (1984): 181-213; T. Brickhouse and N. Smith, © 
“Socrates on Goods, Virtue, and Happiness,” OSAP 5 (1987): 1—27. 

7In this essay I have borrowed translations (sometimes modified) of the Gorgias from 
D. Zeyl, of the Republic from G. Grube, of the Euthydemus from L. Cooper, and of the 
Philebus from R. Hackforth. 


[ 244 ] Gisela Striker 


more able to serve the leader who is bad; but if intelligence [ppdvyots] 
leads them, and wisdom, they are greater goods, while in themselves 
neither kind is worth anything at all.” In this passage of the Euthydemus, 
Socrates asserts repeatedly that the user’s craft alone (udvov) will make 
us happy (cf. 232c, e; 292c1). Whether or not the conception of virtue 
as a user’s craft is a good support for Socrates’ apparent thesis, it must 
have been the one that most interested the Stoics, since they defended 
the theory that virtue is indeed such a craft. 

I think that the Euthydemus already shows, on closer inspection, that 
the support provided by the theory of a “ruling craft” is not unambig- 
uous. When Socrates says that “this craft alone will make us happy,” 
does he mean it will make us happy all by itself, or only that it is in- 
dispensable for happiness? The statement that the ruling craft is the 
only real good might be taken to support the stronger claim; the fact 
that the conventional goods—health, wealth, and so on—are called 
goods after all, albeit only if used in the right way, might point to the 
weaker interpretation. I do not think that the text of the Euthydemus by 
itself is clear enough to settle the question. In fact, as I will now try to 
show, the craft model can be developed in two different ways to sup- 
port one or the other view. l l 

Let us suppose that virtue consists in making the right use of avail- 
able resources. Then one might argue that, far from virtue being the 
only real good, and sufficient for happiness, a happy life requires both 
virtue and the nonmoral goods. It may be true that all other so-called 
goods besides virtue can be misused and will turn out harmful and 
dangerous in the absence of virtue, while virtue itself can bring no 
harm. But then it seems also true that the skill of using these “condi- 
tional goods” (Gregory Vlastos’ term) would not help us much unless 
there was something upon which it could be exercised. A piano is no 
use without the pianist’s skill, but neither is the skill worth much with- 
out an instrument. We seem to value both the skill and the instrument 
because we value the music, for which we need both. l 

Furthermore, it is clear that the quality and quantity of resources will 
make a difference to the result. While a good violinist might be able to 
play well even on a poor instrument, the music will certainly sound bet- 
ter if she has a Stradivari.® Similarly, the exercise of virtue is to some 
extent dependent upon available means. As Aristotle remarks (Pol. 2.5, 

1263b13-14), in order to act generously, one needs some funds; so 
where there is no property, there is no largesse. For Aristotle as for the 
Stoics, the “goods of fortune” are the materials and instruments of vir- 
tuous activity. But according to Aristotle, if happiness consists in virtu- 


8For this line of argument, cf. Alex. Aphr. De anima 2.160.31—161.3. 
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ous activity, it will not be complete without the “external” or “bodily” 
goods that permit us to exercise our virtue to the fullest degree. 

Taken in this way, the craft model will still support the claim that 
virtue, and virtue alone, is necessary for happiness. Presumably one 
does not need each and every one of the nonmoral goods; they are to 
some extent interchangeable. All one needs is a fair amount of some of 
them, while nothing will turn out good if one lacks virtue. But at the 
same time the model surely undermines the claim that virtue is suffi- 
cient for happiness. The Stoics, I think, saw this point. But they wanted 
to defend both the craft model and the claim that virtue is sufficient 
for happiness, taking both of these, of course, to be Socratic doctrine. 
Hence they adopted a different way of evaluating performances and 
exercises of skill. 

I assumed before that a violinist’s performance was valued in terms 
of the music one hears. But of course one could also evaluate a perfor- 
mance as good or bad in terms of virtuosity alone. A good performer 
will be able to make the best of any given resources, and it is quite con- 
ceivable that an excellent violinist will do better on a mediocre instru- 
ment than a poor musician on a good one. It is also possible that a 
mediocre performer will sound better with a superb instrument than a 
superb musician on a bad instrument, but we might still recognize that 
the second performance was better, in one sense, than the first. This is 
certainly so with respect to virtue—notoriously, a small donation from 
a poor person may show greater generosity than a much larger gift 
from a millionaire, although the millionaire might benefit more peo- 
ple. Thus if we evaluate performances in terms of degree of skill, it will 
appear that materials or instruments are unimportant. All that counts 
is how well one plays, not how the music sounds. In order to maintain 
that virtue is the only good, one should interpret the craft model in this 
second way—and that is, I suggest, what the Stoics did. According to 
their theory, acting well is strictly a matter of skill, not of success. They 
maintained that the nonmoral goods were totally indifferent, neither 
good nor bad. For this they could, for example, find support in 
Socrates’ repeated statements in the Euthydemus that the conventional 
goods are neither good nor bad. Hence they could also say that the 
quantity and quality of these things is irrelevant for the good life. They 
did not deny that a wise person would prefer health and wealth to their 
opposites, poverty and illness, but they insisted that the value of an ac- 
tion, and indeed the value of a life, does not depend on its success-or 
results, so that the humble potter’s life could in principle be just as 
good as the aristocratic politician’s, provided they were equally good 
people. I would suspect that this interpretation of the craft model 
might have been more in line with the intuitions of the historical 
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Socrates than the more elitist and perfectionist conception of Aristotle. 
But the doctrine of virtue as a craft, as I have tried to show, is open to 
both interpretations. If one puts the stress on the results achieved by 
the craft, one will arrive at Aristotle’s view. If one keeps in mind that 
virtue is to be the only thing that counts, one will prefer the Stoic per- 
spective. As far as Socrates is concerned, I think what this suggests is 
that he may well have been an “unsystematic” philosopher, so that we 
should not try to decide which way he would have wanted to go. That 
is, after all, what one should expect from a man who refused to put 
anything in writing and practiced philosophy only by questioning his 
fellow citizens. To be sure, he had deep moral convictions; but I am not 
sure that they amounted to anything like a theory. Consistency is all 
that is required or guaranteed by Socrates’ favorite technique, the elen- 
chus—and the sufficiency of virtue for happiness is certainly consistent 
with the view that virtue is a craft, but it does not simply follow from 


that doctrine. ~ 


2. Virtue as Knowledge of Good and Evil 


My second example is a little more complicated: Plato’s criticism of 
the doctrine that virtue is knowledge of good and evil, and the Stoic 
response to it. The Stoics, like Plato and Socrates and unlike Aristotle, 
do not seem to have drawn a clear line between craft and knowledge,’ 
and so “virtue as a craft” and “virtue as knowledge” are used to refer to 
the same thesis here. Plato’s objections are stated at Clettophon 409a— 
410a, Euthydemus 292a—e, and briefly again at Republic 505,b—c. There 
seem to be two connected points. 

In the Cleitophon, Socrates’ disciples are asked to name the function or 
product €pyov) of the craft that is supposed to be justice. Clitophon 
insists, on the basis of examples, that for every craft there must be a 
product that is distinct from the craft itself. It is only when we know 
what the product is that we can understand what craft we are talking 
about, and in what way it could be useful. Apparently neither Socrates’ 
disciples nor Socrates himself is capable of giving a satisfactory answer. 
The anonymous disciples first try answers like “the useful” or “the ad- 
vantageous,” which are rejected as being too general. As Clitophon 
points out, any craft should produce something useful; but still for 
each specific craft we should be able to say which specific useful result 
it produces. 


See M. Isnardi-Parente, Techne (Milan, 1966), p. 287. 
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The request for a distinct product of a craft has its parallel in the 
requirement of naming a distinct object for each specific branch of 
knowledge. Hence the initially promising suggestion that justice pro- 
duces friendship in cities leads into the same difficulty as before when 
it turns out that the kind of civic friendship involved should be defined 
as OLOVOLG, or agreement in knowledge; for then the question will be, 
Knowledge of what? which brings us back to where we were. 

That the questions about the product of a craft and about the object 
of a branch of knowledge are treated as parallel comes out, for exam- 
ple, in the Charmides (165e—166b). Where there is no external product, 
as in the case of calculating, there will at least be a distinct object, 
namely, “the odd and even.” I think the point is a conceptual one, 
which happens to hold for knowledge and craft alike: both branches of 
knowledge and crafts must be “of” something (ttvoc), where the geni- 
tive can cover different relations, such as knowledge—object (mathe- 
matics), craft—product (house building), or skill—performance (flute 
playing). The parallelism may have been suggested by the fact that 
where there is a product, the respective technical skill can be described 
alternatively as knowledge of X or as a craft of X, such as knowledge or 
craft of house building. Where the object of knowledge is something 
that can be made or brought about, Socrates assumes that the person 
who has the knowledge can also produce the object. 

Plato’s readers would probably remember from earlier dialogues that 
a Socratic answer to the question about justice might be that it is knowl- 
edge of (the) good. This is not even mentioned in the Cleitophon, pre- 
sumably because it would fall under the same verdict as such answers as 
“advantageous” or “useful”: every craft produces some good, but what 
we want to know is what specific good is produced by the craft that is 
justice. . 

One reason for the apparent difficulty in Socrates’ position comes 
out in the Euthydemus. Socrates has argued that the only real good is 
some kind of knowledge, understood as the craft that knows how to use 
all the various things people tend to consider as goods—health, 
strength, wealth, and so forth (281d—282a). When he later raises the 
question about the product of this kingly craft, it turns out that the in- 
terlocutors can find no illuminating answer, because, on the one hand, 
wisdom is said to be the craft that will make us good and happy, and, 
on the other hand, the good that it produces seems to be wisdom itself: 


What about the kingly craft, ruling over everything that it rules? What 
does it produce? Perhaps you cannot say exactly. 


No indeed, Socrates. 
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Nor could we, my dear Crito. But I know this much, that if it is the craft 
we are seeking, it must be useful. 


Certainly. 
Then surely it must provide some good for us? 
Necessarily so, Socrates. 


But good, as Clinias and I agreed together, is nothing but some kind of 
knowledge. (2g2a—b) 


The problem, then, seems to arise from the fact that Socrates wants to 
hold both that wisdom is knowledge of good and that wisdom itself is 
the good that is its product. So the description of wisdom as knowledge 
of good turns out to be uninformative, because “good” is defined in 
terms of knowledge of good; and it also offends against the require- 
ment that the object or product should be distinct from the knowledge 
or craft. 

The same difficulties are briefly summarized again at Republic 
505b—c, just before Socrates sets out to describe the Form of the good. 
Plato mentions two current but unacceptable answers to the question 
of what the good is: pleasure and wisdom or knowledge (phronésis). The 
second candidate is disqualified by the remark that when the advocates 
of knowledge are asked what their knowledge is (knowledge) “of,” they 
have no other answer than knowledge of the good. This is in itself ri- 
diculous (505b11), presumably because phronésis is said to be its own ob- 
ject; and it is also unilluminating because the good is defined in terms 
of the good itself. These people, though just acknowledged to be more 
sophisticated than the many who believe in pleasure, “blame us for not 
knowing the good and then again ... talk to us as if we did know the 
good” (505c1—4). 

It seems evident from the doxographical sources that the Stoics held 
both of the two theses that lead to the impasse in Socrates’ theory: that 
virtue is knowledge of good (and evil), and that virtue is the only (hu- 
man) good.'° Consequently, Plutarch claims (De comm. not. 1072b) that 
they fall to Plato’s objection: when asked what is the good, they will 
reply: “wisdom”; when asked what wisdom is, they will say: “knowledge 
of the good.” But should we really assume that the Stoics simply ig- 
nored Plato’s criticism? Since they certainly knew the Republic, and 


See, for example, Plut. De Stoic. repugn. 1034c—d; De virt. mor. 441a; Stob. Ecl. 
2.101.5—6 Wachsmuth; Alex. Aphr. De fato 199.12 Bruns. 
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probably the Cleitophon and the Euthydemus as well,"' this is rather un- 
likely. In any case, I think it can be shown that their theory avoids Pla- 
to’s objections, and one might actually suspect that they found their 
solution by reflecting upon Plato’s doctrine, though this cannot of 
course be proved. 

After mentioning and rejecting pleasure and knowledge as candi- 
dates for the good, Plato in the Republic proceeds to describe what ap- 
pears to be his own candidate—the Form of the good. He seems to tell 
us that “what every soul pursues” is the object of knowledge, not the 
knowledge itself. Obviously, we cannot reach that object except by way 
of philosophy, and so perfect virtue will still include knowledge, but 
this is not itself the good. But this Platonic move, as Aristotle rightly 
insisted, was a mistake. The great achievement of the theory of Forms, 
I take it, is the distinction between subjects and properties, or, if you 
will, particulars and universals, not the discovery of some splendid and 
eternal objects of desire, whatever Plato may have thought in the Sym- 
posium. The Form of the good is not another candidate for the human 
good; it is rather what accounts for the goodness of all good things, 
including a good life or happiness—it is goodness itself, not the good 
for man. The human good must be such that we can do or acquire it 
(cf. Arist. Eth. Nic. 1, 1096b34). Plato, I think, had quietly corrected 
this error by the time he came to write the Philebus, where he explicitly 
distinguishes between the good life and the goodness inherent in it: 
“Then if we cannot hunt down the good under a single form, let us 
secure it by the conjunction of three—beauty, proportion, and truth— 
and then, regarding these three as one, let us assert that that may most 
properly be held to determine the mixture [1.e., the best life], and that 
because that is good, the mixture itself has become so” (65a). But once 
one sees that the Form of the good, or goodness, should not be placed 
on the same level as pleasure or knowledge, it also becomes apparent 
that it—or rather the distinction between goodness itself and the good 
life—might offer a solution to the problem of virtue as knowledge of 
the good; for when the object of this knowledge is construed, not as the 
human good, but as goodness, one can say that virtue is the human 
good, without thereby postulating a kind of knowledge that is its own 
object. 

The Stoics, I think, noticed this point. At any rate, the Stoic sage’s 
knowledge of the good does not seem to be simply describable as 
knowledge of the human good. The wise man will have grasped the 


For the Cleitophon, see H. Cherniss’ note (a) to Plut. De Stoic. repugn. 1039d in his 
Moralia XIII, pt. 2 (Cambridge, Mass., 1976). 
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notion of the good; he will understand “what really deserves to be 
called good” (Cic. Fin. 3.21)—namely, rational order and harmony; 
and hence he will also realize that a human life will be good if it agrees 
with the order and harmony of nature. His knowledge of what is good 
or bad for human beings derives from this insight. His knowledge com- 
prises, but is not limited to, knowledge of the human good. The diffi- 
culty in the Euthydemus seemed in part to arise from taking “knowledge 
of the good” to mean “knowledge of the human good”—certainly the 
most plausible interpretation of this phrase in the Socratic dialogues. If 
we interpret “knowledge of the good” as primarily knowledge of good- 
ness, part of the problem raised for Socrates’ doctrine disappears, since 
we can now distinguish between the sage’s knowledge and its object. 
But we seem still to be left with a craft that is its own product—virtue 
was, after all, supposed to be the “art of living that produces happi- 
ness,” according to the Stoics (Alex. Aphr. De anima 2.159.34). But here 
the Stoics could and certainly did use the distinction between a dispo- 
sition or skill and its exercise. Strictly speaking, happiness consists in 
living virtuously, not in virtue itself, and living virtuously can be dis- 
tinguished from virtue as the skill of a flute player can be distinguished 
from flute playing. So even if they took virtue to be knowledge of the 
human good, they would not be forced to admit that it was identical 
with its own object or product. | 

But this would not yet solve Plato’s second problem, namely, that the 
human good is apparently defined in terms of the good itself. The Sto- 
ics still needed a definition that would explain what the goodness of a 
human life consists in. Notoriously, they did offer such a definition: 
they held that goodness consists in the rational order and harmony dis- 
played most conspicuously by the order of the universe. Hence their 
official definition of the end for man as “living consistently” or “liv- 
ing in agreement with Nature” (see, for instance, D. L. 7.85—88). And 
there is also some evidence that they were aware of the fact that this 
definition can avoid the difficulty pointed out by Plato in the Euthyde- 
mus and the Republic. Plutarch reports that Chrysippus attacked Aris- 
ton of Chios—who was perhaps a more naive Socratic than Chrysippus 
himself—for defining virtue as “indifference toward what is neither 
good nor evil,” and then the good in terms of virtue itself. Chrysippus 
insisted, I think, that if virtue was defined in terms of good and evil, 
then good and evil would have to be explained in some other way.!? 
Ariston apparently refused to provide such an explanation. He may 
well have thought he was closer to Socrates than other Stoics when he 


'2For Chrysippus’ argument against Ariston, see my “Following Nature: A Study in 
Stoic Ethics,” OSAP g (1991): 1—73 at pp. 14-24. 
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refused to consider “physics” as a useful part of philosophy—and 
therefore also rejected the definition of the good that provides a non- 
circular explanation of virtue as knowledge of the good. But Chrysip- 
pus could hardly have criticized Ariston in this way if he had been 
subject to the same objection—pace Plutarch, who maintains just that. 

Given the distinction between skill and performance, and the defi- 
nition of the good in terms of rational order and harmony, both of Pla- 
to’s objections to Socrates’ doctrine could be disarmed. But in finding 
their solution the Stoics had to go beyond Socrates’ own doctrine—and 
in a direction that seems to me remarkably similar to what Plato sug- 
gested in the Philebus. It is tempting to think that the Stoics not only 
noticed Plato’s objections but also used him to find their solution. If 
Plato himself did not return to Socrates’ theories after he had found 
ways of solving those puzzles, it will have been because he had come to 
doubt other parts of Socratic doctrine—for example, the underlying 
psychology, and indeed the thesis that virtue is sufficient for happiness. 


[ 10 ] 


Socrates and Stoic Natural Law 


Joseph G. DeFilippo and Phillip T. Mitsis 


It is widely acknowledged that Socrates was an important model for 
the Stoics. Not only do they cite him as a philosophical authority, but 
they frequently reflect on his arguments and his actions when devel- 
oping their own doctrines.’ In key respects, however, the Stoics’ claim 
to be following in Socrates’ footsteps might seem disingenuous. For in- 
stance, their self-conscious formulation of a unified philosophical sys- 
tem comprising logic, natural philosophy, and ethics does not look 
typically Socratic. Indeed, if one accepts the common portrait of a 
Socrates who rejects natural philosophy to concentrate exclusively on 
ethics, it is hard to avoid the conclusion that, given such sharply con- 
trasting general outlooks, the Stoics’ wish to be seen as “Socratics” is in 
fact rather odd.” Moreover, despite undeniable similarities in their re- 
spective ethical doctrines—for instance, an overall commitment to in- 
tellectualism and the unity of virtue—Socrates also served as a model 
for philosophers with widely divergent views, such as the Cyrenaics, 
the Cynics, and the Academic skeptics. Thus one might reasonably 
wonder how the Stoics could take themselves, or hope to present them- 
selves to others, as Socrates’ special heirs. 

This question comes into sharper focus when one compares the Sto- 
ics to other ancient philosophical schools claiming descent from a great 


'See A. A. Long, “Socrates in Hellenistic Philosophy,” CQ n.s. 38 (1988): 150—71; M. 
Schofield, “Ariston of Chios and the Unity of Virtue,” AP 4 (1984): 83—96; and Gisela 
Striker’s essay, Chapter 9. 

*For a typical example of the Stoics’ claim to be “Socratics” see Philod. De Stoic., cols. 
12—13, in the edition of T. Dorandi, Erc 12 (1982): 91—132. 
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forerunner. No one today would suggest, for example, that Plato had ~ 
Neoplatonist metaphysics in mind when writing the Republic. But even 
apart from Plotinus’ explicit claims about his debts to Plato, it is obvi- 
ous that Plato’s writings are the direct inspiration for Neoplatonism. 
Plotinus does exegesis of Platonic texts and draws out their philosoph- 
ical implications; the system he constructs, despite some obvious dif- 
ferences, is recognizably derived from Plato. 

At first glance, it is not readily apparent how the Stoics could have 
derived elements of their theory of natural law from Socrates in a com- 
parable manner. Whereas the separation of ethics from natural philos- 
ophy is often taken to be Socrates’ most characteristic contribution to 
the history of philosophy, a hallmark of the Stoic theory is the convic- 
tion that one can derive principles of morality from laws governing 
the natural world. Thus, for example, Chrysippus claims that the 
most appropriate way to do ethics is from the perspective of natural 
philosophy: 


náv èv tatc "Pvoikaic O€oeow “od yap oti GAkws od’ OikerdtEpOvV 
énedOetv èni tov tov dya8ov Kai kakwv Adyov O08’ xi tas apetas 00d’ 
én’ evdamoviav, GAN’? <> åànò ths kows púoews Kai G6 TIS TOU Kó- 
onov S.orkyoews.” mpoeAOwv ©’ adas- “Set yap tovtois ovvawar tov nepi 
&ya8av Kai kakæv Adyov, oùk OdoNs lins apyns adtwv åpeivovoç 066’ 
d&vahopas, 085’ GAhov tivdg évekev THS þvoikNs Bewptacs TapahynxtHs 
ovons Ñ xpòs TH nepi ayabov Ñ KaKkwv didotactv.” 


Again in his Physical Propositions he [Chrysippus] says: “For there is no 
other or more suitable way of approaching the theory of good and evil or 
the virtues or happiness than from the universal nature [koinēs phuseds] 
and from the dispensation of the universe.” And further on once more: 
“For the theory of good and evil must be connected with these, since good 
and evil have no better beginning or point of reference, and physical spec- 
ulation is to be undertaken for no other purpose, than for the discrimi- 
nation of good and evil.” (Plut. De Stoic. Repugn. 1035c = SVF 3.68, trans. 
Cherniss) 


The Stoic view, moreover, is not simply that natural philosophy is nec- 
essary for achieving ethical understanding but that moral principles 
are in fact natural principles that reflect the rational order of the cos- 
mos. These principles are not purely descriptive laws of nature, since 
they consist of moral commands issued by nature to rational beings.” A 
succinct formulation of this tenet of Stoicism is given by Chrysippus in 
the exordium to his Hept vénov (On Law): 


3Thus, unlike purely physical laws of the cosmos, the commands of natural law can be 
transgressed. For the Stoics, however, this fact does not vitiate their status as universal 
laws. The Stoics appealed to the inexorable adverse consequences of any violations— 
violations that, in a sense, mar one’s functioning as a rational being (see below). 
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6 vópoç navtwv €oti Baorkeùs Beíwv te Kai GvOpwnivwv npaypátwv: det 
dé QUTOV MPOOTATHV TE eivat TOV KALOV kai Tov aicypov kai dpyovta Kai 
Hyeusva, Kai Kata TOÙTO Kavéva te elvat Suxatwv kai Gdikwv kaitav vce 
TOMTLKOV COWV TPOOTAKTLKOV Lev OV nomtéov, &nrayopevtikòv ĝe Ov où 
TCOLHTEOV. 


Law is king of all things divine* and human. It must preside over what is 
honorable and base, both as ruler and as guide, and in virtue of this it 
must be the standard [kanon] of justice and injustice, prescribing to ani- 
mals whose nature is political what they should do, and prohibiting what 
they should not do. (Marcian Inst. 1 = SVF 3.314, trans. Long and Sedley 
67R [adapted]) 


‘These two passages exhibit the basic contours of the Stoic theory of 
natural law. Human actions are taken to be governed by a universal 
moral law—a law that itself is thought to be identical with the rational 
order and administration of nature.” A virtuous and hence happy life 
depends, accordingly, on an understanding of that natural order and 
an ability to follow its dictates. 

One might suppose, then, that only an arbitrary or self-deceptive 
mode of interpretation could have allowed the Stoics to view them- 
selves as Socrates’ heirs on the question of nature’s rationality and 
morality. Such a supposition is further encouraged, no doubt, by the 
long-standing tradition concerning Socrates’ rejection of natural phi- 
losophy. As Aristotle famously says in the Metaphysics, Socrates was con- 
cerned with ethics and “not at all with nature as a whole” (987b1—2). 
Aristotle’s remark, when conjoined, for example, with the rejection 
of natural philosophy attributed to Socrates by Plato (Ap. 18b—23¢; 
Phd. 96a—g99d), suggests that Socrates would be hostile to the kind of 
nature-based ethics one finds in Stoicism. Indeed, it is on this very 
point.that Gisela Striker, writing on the origins of natural law theory, 
locates the Stoics’ divergence from Socrates: 


[According to the Stoics] knowledge of the good thus turns out to be, 
more precisely, knowledge of the rational order of nature. And since this 
order was assumed to have been created by divine reason, its rules could 
also be conceived of as laws given by a divine legislator. 


‘Divine things” (tà Beta) almost certainly means here the heavenly bodies and their 
motions and thus stands for the natural world as a whole. 

°Cf. Cleanthes Hymn to Zeus = SVF 1.537; Cic. Nat. d. 1.36: “Zeno autem... natu- 
ralem legem divinam esse censet, eamque vim obtinere recta imperantem prohiben- 
temque contraria.” 

Gregory Vlastos, for instance, argues that Socrates is no “dabbler in teleological cos- 
mology. . . . Given his obsessive concentration on ethics, a natural theology he could not 
have produced” (Socrates: Ironist and Moral Philosopher (Ithaca, N.Y., 1991], p. 162). 
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Now of course this theory of nature as a rationally organised whole goes 
beyond anything Socrates ever said.’ 


We want to suggest, however, that on this particular question the Stoics 
took themselves to be well within the limits of what they thought Soc- 
rates himself had said; indeed, they were able to appeal to authoritative 
texts from Xenophon and Plato to establish a Socratic lineage for the 
chief elements of their theory. Our argument proceeds in two stages. 
First, we show how Memorabilia 1.4 was instrumental in the Stoics’ 
adoption of Socrates as an authority for their conception of the di- 
vinely ordered rationality of nature. Xenophon’s account provided the 
Stoics with a Socratic warrant for their natural theology, while giving 
them an authoritative source to rely on in rejecting the tradition that 
Socrates was in no way concerned with nature as a whole.® Second, we 
consider texts that would have suggested to the Stoics that Socrates 
held moral laws to be legislated by a rational deity. Memorabilia 4.4 ex- 
plicitly sets out such a view; moreover, Plato’s depiction of Socrates’ 
calm and rational acceptance of death became a Stoic paradigm of how 
one should live in accordance with nature’s divine laws. For the Stoics, 
Socrates’ moral choices as he faced death exemplified not just those of 
a preeminently virtuous citizen of Athens; rather, they came to be seen 
as embodying the very principles that divine reason legislates for na- 
ture as a whole. 

Of course, this is not to suggest that the Socrates we find in Xeno- 
phon and Plato, much less the historical Socrates, ever explicitly for- 
mulates a theory of natural law. But the presence in Socratic texts of 
the basic components of such a theory enabled the Stoics to construct 
their own account on a recognizably Socratic foundation. Indeed, it is 
likely that they considered themselves to be Socrates’ heirs just insofar 
as they based their ethical principles on a conception of nature as a ra- 
tionally ordered whole. 


1. Socrates and the Rationality of Nature 


In the first book of the Memorabilia,? Xenophon recounts a conver- 
sation between Socrates and Aristodemus, a notorious atheist (1.4.2). 


™Origins of the Concept of Natural Law,” PBACAP 2 (1986): 79-94 at pp. 90-91. 

®Here we are indebted to Long’s observations (above, note 1), p. 163, about the im- 
portance of Xenophon for Zeno's adoption of Socrates as a source for “doctrines funda- 
mental to Stoicism—thoroughgoing teleology, divine providence, the god’s special 
concern for man, and the cosmic underpinnings for law and society.” 

For general discussion of the Memorabilia see L. Robin, “Les ‘Memorables’ de Xeno- 
phon et notre connaissance de la philosophie de Socrate,” L'année philosophique 12 (1910): 


[ 256 ] Joseph G. DeFilippo and Phillip T. Mitsis 


Socrates’ overall goal is to demonstrate to Aristodemus the necessity of 
piety for happiness; '° but to do so, he must first convince him that the 
gods actually exist. The basic strategy of Socrates’ argument is to dem- 
onstrate that one can infer rationality in the natural world from hu- 
man rationality; he then takes the presence of a rational order in 
nature to create a strong presumption in favor of the existence of god. 
It is worth considering these arguments in some detail, since they were 
to prove important for the Stoics’ view of Socrates and for the devel- 
opment of their own philosophical theology. 

Socrates begins his argument by attempting to show that living be- 
ings are products of rational design. At the outset, he gets Aristodemus 
to concede the general claim that if something is clearly useful for a 
purpose, then it must be the product of reason. Offering the sense or- 
gans as an initial example of things that are well designed to perform 
their functions, Socrates argues that they are paradigms of the purpo- 
siveness inherent in natural organisms. He then quickly extends his 
argument to include the appetites, emotions, and the general arrange- 
ment of the body. Socrates does not address the question of whether 
human beings have an overall purpose, but he takes himself to have 
established that since humans are the products of design, there must be 
a craftsmanlike cause of this design. 

Socrates next turns to human reason (voùs) to show more directly 
that there is a rational power in the cosmos (1.4.8). The argument here 
is not that our reason is evidently the product of a rational designer. 
Instead, Socrates frames an analogy between nous and the material el- 
ements. He claims that if the small portions of earth, water, and other 
elements making up our bodies are drawn from vast stores of these el- 
ements in nature, the same must hold for the small portion of reason 
in each human being. On the basis of this analogy, he concludes that 
there. must be reason at work in nature as a whole: 


“AMOG. 5€ ovSan0v OvSEv olet PPSvMov efvat; Kat tadta eiðs StL ys 
TE WLKPOV pépos Ev TH OMpat. MOAAHS ovons Exets Kai Bypov Bpayxd 
MOAAOV Svtoc, Kai tov hwv Stinov peydGrkov Svtwv ékáotov PLKPOV 
Epos AaPdvtt tò oua ovvýppootaí oor; vouv è udvov pa odbdapnov 
Övta o€ edtVxWS MWS oket ovvapráoat, Kat táðe ta Únrepueyéðn Kai 
MANO nerpa Òe APpoovvyv tie obtws oler EÙTÁKTWG ËXELV; 


Do you really believe that there is nothing intelligent [phronimon] any- 
where else, especially since you know that you have in your body only a 


1—47. For an extremely negative view of Xenophon as a source for the historical Socrates 
see H. Maier, Sokrates, sein Werk und seine geschichtliche Stellung (Tubingen, 1913). 

.'°In Chapter 6 of this volume David O'Connor discusses other dimensions of Socrates’ 
attack on Aristodemus atheism. 
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small portion of all the earth that exists, and only a tiny bit of the vast 
quantity of water, and that the portion of each of the other things com- 
prising your body is minute in comparison to the whole? Do you suppose 
that by some lucky chance you have snatched away and carried off for 
yourself [sunharpasai] reason, though it alone exists nowhere else, and do 
you thus believe that these huge and infinite masses are in such a well- 
ordered state despite a lack of intelligence? (1.4.8—9) 


Aristodemus initially resists this line of argument by claiming that he 
can perceive no rational force governing the world (cf. Mem. 4.3.14). 
However, by pointing out that the human soul governs the body, 
Socrates forces him to concede that there 1s nothing paradoxical in the 
existence of an explanatory entity that cannot be perceived. 

Xenophon thus attributes to Socrates a teleological outlook that 
extends both locally and globally. Local teleology is established by a 
design argument that shows how both the parts and the overall struc- 
ture of small-scale entities, that 1s, animal bodies, exhibit purpose. The 
large-scale teleology of nature is defended by an analogy between rea- 
son and matter. Just as human bodies are composed of material stuffs 
that are bits of larger masses, so too is each individual instance of ra- 
tionality a portion of reason in the world at large. It is worth noting, 
however, that Socrates offers no justification for treating reason as sim- 
ilar to matter in the relevant respects. His argument perhaps relies on 
the causal principle that something cannot come from nothing, that is, 
individual instances of reason must have some source or other. Or he 
might be relying on the more specific version of this principle, what 
Jonathan Barnes has called the “synonymy principle of causation,” 
namely, if A brings it about that B is F, then A is F."! Either explana- 
tion, however, requires further defense, for Socrates has not shown that 
reason cannot arise in humans from combinations of nonrational ele- 
ments. Consequently, his argument is incomplete as it stands. We shall 
see later that Zeno attempts to insulate his own conception of cosmic 
reason from this type of attack, in part because of his reflections on 
this gap in Socrates’ argument. 

The final section of Memorabilia 1.4 addresses Aristodemus’ objec- 
tion that even if the gods exist, they neither need service (Oepaneia) 
from humans nor care about them at all (1.4.10). To counter this ob- 
jection, Socrates first appeals to the benefits that gods have conferred 
on men in virtue of the way they have designed them. This design— 
including upright posture, hands, and the power of speech, as well as 
intellect—is what distinguishes human beings on the scala naturae and 


"See J. Barnes, The Presocratic Philosophers (London, 1979), 1: 119. 
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affords them a degree of happiness unattainable by other creatures. A 
crowning element of this happiness, Socrates concludes, is man’s ability 
to perceive the existence of the divine in the beauty and order of the 
world (1.4.13). 

The general tendency of these arguments in Xenophon conflicts 
with the familiar portrait of a Socrates who rejects natural philosophy 
as useless for making individuals virtuous and happy. Xenophon’s 
Socrates proposes arguments that make explicit use of facts about the 
natural world and about man as part of nature’s order. To be sure, he 
does not recommend a fine-grained analysis of the composition of liv- 
ing bodies in the style of certain pre-Socratics. To this extent, at least, 
he can be said to reject the goals of these natural philosophers. Nev- 
ertheless, he relies on a particular conception of the natural world and 
man’s place in it as a natural organism. His arguments imply that, far 
from being useless, philosophizing about nature is necessary for estab- 
lishing the nature and existence of the gods, and hence man’s proper 
relationship to them. Ethical arguments on their own would therefore 
fail to encompass elements that he takes to be fundamental for under- 
standing the nature of human happiness. 

Xenophon’s account of Socrates’ attitude toward natural philosophy 
becomes clearer if we examine the foregoing claims in conjunction 
with Memorabilia 1.1. There Xenophon describes Socrates as eschewing 
the study of “the whole of nature” (tns tov navtwv mboews), and as 


deflating the pretensions of those who investigate the origin of the | 


cosmos and the causes (àváykat) of heavenly phenomena (1.1.11). 
Socrates does so by asking the gvotkoi whether they thought that they 
were doing the right thing by neglecting human affairs (tav@pmztva) 
in favor of the divine (tà datudvia, 1.1.12).'* From the physicists’ dis- 
agreements about ta daimonia, moreover, he draws the conclusion that 
knowledge about the detailed workings of nature is not even possible 
for humans (1.1.13). Socrates does not maintain a genuinely skeptical 
position, however, since he allows that the gods possess knowledge; his 
doubts extend to the possibility and usefulness of human knowledge 
about such divine matters. 

It is evident from this passage that Socrates places his primary em- 
phasis on ethical knowledge (cf. 1.1.16). Yet it might appear that in hav- 
ing Socrates claim to eschew the study of nature as a whole, Xenophon 
is guilty of inconsistency. In Memorabilia 1.4, we have seen, Socrates is 


'?Interestingly, a daimonia is used here to characterize the natural world as an object 
of scientific study. The reason for this particular use of the word becomes clear from the 
larger context of Memorabilia 1.1.6. Human knowledge does not allow one to predict how 
future events will turn out, because the gods keep some causes hidden and available only 
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committed to a particular conception of natural philosophy. How, 
then, can this commitment be compatible with those claims in Memo- 
rabilia 1.1?'* The inconsistency begins to dissolve when one recognizes 
that in Memorabilia 1.1 Xenophon qualifies the claim that Socrates es- 
chews the study of nature as a whole. He makes it clear that Socrates is 
not committed to rejecting the study of natural philosophy tout court. 
Rather, Socrates’ criticism is directed solely at the sort of detailed en- 
quiry into physical causes that is so prevalent in pre-Socratic thought. 
That this is his target is suggested first by Xenophon’s reference to 
such questions as the generation of the cosmos and the mechanisms 
(anankai, literally “‘necessities”) of the natural world. This impression is 
strengthened at Memorabilia 1.1.14, where Socrates argues for a skep- 
tical attitude toward the theories of the Eleatics and Atomists. His re- 
jection of these sorts of detailed physical explanations, however, does 
not count as a whole-cloth dismissal of the value of natural philo- 
sophy.'* What he objects to is concentrating on the study of ta daimonia 
at the expense of tanthrépina (1.1.12). Socrates’ own conversation, 
Xenophon tells us, always concentrated on human things (rept twv 
&vOpwsxivwv), and he included in his enquiries such questions as What 
is piety? (Mem. 1.1.16). But as we have seen in Memorabilia 1.4, Socrates 
advances arguments for the teleology of the natural world in order to 
defend the importance of piety for human happiness, and he connects 
his teleology of nature to a particular conception of human nature and 
conduct. Far from ruling out natural philosophy, therefore, he uses 
it to establish the existence of the divine and a link between piety 
and happiness. What distinguishes Socrates from his pre-Socratic pre- 
decessors, therefore, is not a lack of interest in nature as such but his 
doubts about the possibility and worth of detailed accounts of the 
hidden workings of natural phenomena (cf. 1.1.15). He thinks that 
disagreements among the physikoi should engender skepticism about 
the possibility of our learning these hidden workings, and conse- 
quently that such enquiries have no ethical value. Moreover, if they in- 


to themselves. It is these hidden causes that the pre-Socratics were trying to discover, that 
is, they were trying to learn things that are appropriate only to the gods, hence the term 
ta daimonia for the (hidden) workings of nature. 

3K. Lincke, “Xenophon und die Stoa,” Neue Jahrbücher fiir das klassische Altertum, Ge- 
schichte und deutsche Literatur 17 (1906): 673—91, and Gregory Vlastos (above, note 6), pp- 
161-62, both take the view of natural philosophy in 1.4 to be foreign to the historical 
Socrates. Lincke argues that 1.4 must be an interpolation because he thinks that Xeno- 
phon is a good Socratic (pp. 680-81). Vlastos assumes that the passage is authentic and 
infers, therefore, that Xenophon is not a good Socratic. The Stoics hold with Lincke that 
Xenophon ts a good Socratic and with Vlastos that the passage is genuine. a 

HCF. Mem. 4.7 for the claim that Socrates recommended gaining a working familiarity 
with astronomy and geometry. 
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volve meddling in matters that the gods wish to keep hidden, they may 
turn out to be impious, and therefore pernicious (cf. 1.1.8). 

These arguments reveal an attitude toward natural philosophy that 
is less cut-and-dried than the position attributed to Socrates by Aristo- 
tle and Plato. Xenophon’s Socrates does not reject the study of nature 
outright; he opposes enquiries into nature that bypass or exclude its 
providential teleology. Moreover, since he believes that the correct 
teleological view of nature (ta daimonia) is tied to a belief in the exis- 
tence of the divine, he holds that fundamental parts of ethics (ta anthro- 
pina) such as piety will require correct views about nature. 

The teleological picture of nature that emerges from Xenophon was 
well suited to Stoic interests. Indeed, there is good evidence that Soc- 
rates’ arguments in Memorabilia 1.4 had a substantial impact on Stoic 
thinking on the question of the rationality of nature. Cicero and Sex- 
tus, for instance, refer explicitly to Memorabilia 1.4 in setting out early 
Stoic arguments for the existence and providence of god.'” Their re- 
ports suggest that the Stoics took up Socrates’ arguments for nature’s 
rationality and used them as a point of departure in further defending 
and developing their own doctrine. Thus for what is arguably the most 
crucial element in the development of their thinking on natural law— 
the divine rationality and order of nature—the Stoics were in a posi- 
tion to appeal to the authority of Socrates himself. 

At De natura deorum 2.5.13—8.22, Balbus, Cicero’s Stoic interlocutor, 
recounts arguments of Zeno, Cleanthes, and Chrysippus for the exis- 
tence of god. In the course of this discussion Balbus quotes directly 
from Memorabilia 1.4.8, translating sunharpazein with “arripuit”: 


Et tamen ex ipsa hominum sollertia esse aliquam mentem et eam quidem 
acriorem et divinam existimare debemus. Unde enim hanc homo “arrip- 
uit,” ut ait apud Xenophontem Socrates? Quin et umorem et calorem qui 
est fusus in corpore, et terrenam ipsam viscerum soliditatem, animum de- 
nique illum spirabilem si quis quaerat unde habeamus, apparet quod al- 
iud a terra sumpsimus, aliud ab umore, aliud ab igni, aliud ab aere eo 
quem spiritum dicimus. 


Yet even man’s intelligence must lead us to infer the existence of a mind 
[in the universe], and that a mind of surpassing ability and in fact divine. 
Otherwise, whence did man “pick up” [arripuit] (as Socrates says in Xe- 


'51¢ is difficult to ascertain from Cicero’s presentation in De natura deorum whether 
these arguments are being ascribed to Zeno or to Chrysippus. Sextus attributes them di- 
rectly to Zeno. For a discussion of the doxographical problems involved in these attri- 
butions see M. Dragona-Monachou, The Stoic Arguments for the Existence and Providence of 
the Gods (Athens, 1976), p. 50; P Boyancé, “Les preuves stoiciennes de l'existence des 
dieux d’aprés Cicéron,” Hermes go (1962): 46—71. 
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nophon) the intelligence that he possesses? If anyone asks the question, 
whence do we get the moisture and the heat diffused throughout the 
body, and the actual earthy substance of the flesh, and lastly the breath of 
life, within us, it is manifest that we have derived the one from earth, the 
other from water, and the other from the air which we inhale in breath- 
ing. (Nat. d. 2.6.18, trans. Rackham) 


The form and strategy of this argument are essentially that of Memo- 
rabilia 1.4.8. As in Xenophon, the argument’s purpose is to establish 
the rationality of the cosmos by an appeal to human rationality, and it 
does so by relying on the same analogy between reason and the mate- 
rial elements. Moreover, the direct quotation indicates that the corre- 
spondences with Socrates’ argument in the Memorabilia are deliberate. 
One might question, perhaps, whether the explicit reference to Xeno- 
phon in this passage should be attributed to the early Stoa. However 
unlikely, it may be that the quotation is only a learned parenthesis of 
Cicero’s;'° even so, it still would be significant that someone as deeply 
imbued in Stoicism as Cicero could see Socrates as an intellectual pre- 
cursor of Stoic natural teleology. As we shall see, however, there is good 
evidence for thinking that the appeal to Memorabilia 1.4.8 originated in 
the early Stoa. 

A passage in Sextus allows us to trace the connections between Mem- 
orabilia 1.4.8 and the early Stoic conception of nature more precisely. 
At Against the Professors 9.92, Sextus offers a paraphrase of Socrates’ ar- 
gument and goes on to claim that Zeno took it as the starting point 
(tiv adopt AaBov, 9.101) for his own doctrine of seminal reason. In 
Xenophon, Socrates had argued that our rationality, on analogy with 
our material components, must come from a larger supply of rational- 


ity in the cosmos. As we noted, this analogy is not explicitly justified, 


even though it is the crux of the argument. Not surprisingly, a series of 
objections arose that fastened on this lack of justification. It will be 
helpful to turn to Sextus’ report of these criticisms, since they posed a 
challenge to the Stoics’ adoption of Socrates’ argument. 

Critics of Socrates’ analogy argued that if everything that exists must 
come from an independent supply of that same stuff in the world at 
large, then it must also be the case that the gall, blood, and phlegm of 
individual bodies come from larger supplies of those stuffs in the 


'6¥t is unlikely that the appeal to Socrates in this context is Cicero’s own contribution 
rather than that of his Stoic sources. Cicero views Socrates’ characteristic contribution to 
be a move away from natural philosophy to ethics (cf. T. B. DeGraff, “Plato in Cicero,” 
CP 35 [1940]: 143-53). Cotta’s response in book 3, moreover, suggests that this link be- 
tween Xenophon and the early Stoics was taken for granted in the Academy (see below, 
note 18). 
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cosmos.'’ This conclusion is supposed to illustrate the absurd conse- 
quences that follow from the analogy.'® It would not be absurd of 
course to claim that the cosmos produces gall, since after all gall exists 
in human bodies. The point of the objection, therefore, should be seen 
in the light of the Socratic argument about reason, which assumes that 
our reason must be “snatched away and carried off” directly from an 
independently existing supply of reason in the world. If gall and blood 
are not snatched directly from the world, these critics argue, why should 
we suppose that reason is? 

As it stands, this attack on the Socratic analogy fails. As defenders 
were quick to point out (Math. 9.97), it is meant to apply only to simples 
such as the four elements, not to compounds like gall and blood. Thus, 
for a Stoic wishing to defend Socrates’ argument against these critics, 
the challenge is to demonstrate how reason is not something that 
emerges from the combination of more primary elements, but is itself 
a simple entity relevantly like them. 

According to Sextus, Zeno took up the challenge of defending 
Socrates’ analogy in Memorabilia 1.4.8 and in the process developed his 
own doctrine of seminal reason. In Xenophon, Socrates’ analogy be- 
tween reason and matter is open to the objection that individual reason 
and its cosmic sources are different in kind. Consequently, at jeopardy 
in Socrates’ argument is the very attempt to show that individual rea- 
son is part of a cosmic reason. Zeno attempts to ward off this kind of 
attack by positing a part-whole connection between individual and cos- 
mic reason and then bolstering it with an analysis of the causal con- 


'7For a discussion see M. Schofield, “The Syllogisms of Zeno of Citium,” Phronesis 28 
(1983): 31-58. He suggests that the strategy employed in these criticisms can be traced 
back to Alexinus (pp. 44—49). 

'8The same strategy is employed by Cotta in his skeptical attack in De natura deorum 3 
on the Stoics’ appeal to Memorabilia 1.4.8: “At enim quaerit apud Xenophontem Socrates 
unde animum arripuerimus si nullus fuerit in mundo. Et ego quaero unde orationem 
unde numeros unde cantus. ... Naturae ista sunt, Balbe, naturae non artificiose ambu- 
lantis ut ait Zeno, quod quidem quale sit, iam videbimus, sed omnia cientis et agitantis 
motibus et mutationibus suis.” (“But then you tell me that Socrates in Xenophon asks the 
question, if the world contains no rational soul, where did we pick up ours? And I too ask 
the question, where did we get the faculty of speech, the knowledge of numbers, the art 
of music? ... These faculties, Balbus, are the gifts of nature—not nature ‘walking in a 
craftsman-like manner’ as Zeno says [and what this means we will consider in a moment], 
but nature by its own motions and mutations imparting motion and activity to all things,” 
Nat.d. 3.27—28, trans. Rackham). Moreover, Cotta opposes the Zenonian conception of 
nature artificiose ambulans to a mechanistic one, according to which all things are the 
product of motions that are not divine because they are natural (3.28). In many ways, the 
opposition of mechanism to teleology corresponds to Socrates’ distinction in Memorabilia 
1 between himself and the pre-Socratics. As a skeptic, Cotta would naturally oppose the 
Stoic doctrine by defending a position that the Stoics, following Socrates, originally 
meant to reject. This suggests, perhaps, that Memorabilia 1.4.8 commonly figured in Stoic 
and skeptic disputes about natural teleology. 
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nections between parts and wholes. The doctrine of seminal reason 
furnishes a way of understanding how cosmic and individual reason 
can be the same in kind by hypothesizing a mechanism for the trans- 
mission of reason from cosmic whole to individual part. The causal re- 
lations that underlie this transmission, Zeno argues, require that 
individual and cosmic reason not differ in kind. 

Zeno’s argument begins with the following syllogism: 


TO mpoiduevov onepua AoytKOV Kai QAUTO AOYUKGV otv- Ò dé KdOLOG 
npoietat ONEPUG AOYUKOV- AoYLKOV pa €otiv Ó KÓOLOŞ. 


That which projects the seed of the rational is itself rational; but the uni- 
verse projects the seed of the rational; therefore, the universe is rational. 
(Sext. Emp. Math. 9.101, trans. Bury) 


This argument is valid, but what it needs in order to be convincing is a 
proper explanation of the major and minor premises—that is, what 
does Zeno mean by “projecting the seed of the rational,” and how ex- 
actly does this idea apply to the universe? 

Sextus reports a Stoic defense of this syllogism that focuses on the 
causal relations between parts and wholes. It takes the form of an ar- 
gument concerning the origin of motion in the soul. Every motion pro- 
ceeds from the ruling part of the soul, and it is in virtue of this ruling 
part (tO fyyewovuK6v) that the entire soul has the power of motion.'® 
Accordingly, no part has a power that is not possessed by the whole. As 
Sextus puts it, 


What the part is in point of power, that the whole must certainly be first. 
(Math. 9.102, trans. Bury) 


This conclusion supports the syllogism by providing independent rea- 
son for believing that the rationality displayed by parts of the cosmos 
has its causal origin in the cosmos as a whole, and specifically in what- 
ever functions in the role of to hégemonikon. Zeno’s doctrine of seminal 
reason then buttresses this claim by providing a vehicle for the trans- 
mission of rationality from the universe to its parts. In the Memorabilia, 
Socrates asks: “From where do we snatch and carry off our reason?” 


'9Cf. Cic. Nat. d. 1.39 for the Stoic claim that god is the hégemonikon of the world. See 
A. A. Long, “Scepticism about Gods in Hellenistic Philosophy,” in Cabinet of the Muses, ed. 
M. Griffith and D. J. Mastronarde (Chico, Calif., 1990), pp. 281—88, for a discussion of 
skeptical challenges to Stoic assertions of the sentience, appetition, and morality of the 
cosmos. 
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The implicit answer is supposed to be “From the world.” The doctrine 
of seminal reason then provides a causal framework for understanding 
the mechanism by which individuals get reason from the world. 

By the same token, Zeno attempted to disarm the objection that the 
rationality exhibited by individuals may arise simply from their com- 
position and not from the rationality of the cosmos, with the following 
distinction: 


Kat dua toUtO el Mpotetar AoytKOU Cwov onéppa 6 Kdopos, oÙ% ÓG TOV 
&vOpmnov Kata ånopaouóv, GAAG kaðòð mepreyer oxépuata oyiK@v 
Chwv- mepreyer <> [to nav], ody wo äv etnomev tiv Guredov yryáptwv 
EVAL NEPLEKTLKÝV, TOUTEOTL KATH Meprypadriv, GAN Ste Adyou oneppatıkoè 
Aoyuk@v Cowv év adt@ mepreyovtar. ote elvai TOLOUTO TO Aeyopevov “6 S€ 
ye kóopoç nepiéyet ONEPLatLKOVSG AdyoUs AoyLK@V Cwwv- AoyuKds &pa 
€ottv 6 kóouog.” 


Consequently, if the universe projects the seed of a rational animal, it does 
not do so like man, by frothy emission, but as containing the seeds of ra- 
tional animals; but it does not contain them in the same way as we might 
speak of the vine “containing” its grapes,—that is, by way of inclusion,— 
but because the “seminal reasons” of rational animals are contained in it. 


So that the argument is this—“The universe contains the seminal reasons 


of rational animals; therefore the universe is rational.” (Sext. Emp. Math. 
9.103, trans. Bury) 


Zeno’s argument employs a distinction between two senses of “contain- 
ing,” hence two kinds of causal relations.7° Grapes, though causally de- 
pendent on their vine, are different from it in kind, since vines and 
grapes exhibit different essential properties. On the other hand, ratio- 
nal animals have their rationality, Zeno argues, as an individual man- 
ifestation of the larger rationality of the cosmos. Reason does not arise 
from the combination of more simple nonrational elements, nor is it a 
complex of more primary elements in the way that grapes are. Grapes 
arise from combinations of simple elements that subsist in the vine and 
are transmitted from it in the right proportions. Reason, on the other 
hand, has its causal source in reason alone, and the mechanism of its 
transmission from cosmos to individual ensures that it does not differ 
in kind. This attempt to defend the isomophism between individual 
and cosmic reason fills a gap in the original argument in Xenophon. 
At the same time, however, both the framework and overall goals of 
Zeno's argument remain recognizably Socratic. 


2°Cf. Alex. Aphr. Mixt., p. 216, 4 Bruns = SVF 2.473. 
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We have good reason to suppose, therefore, that Socrates’ argument 
in Memorabilia 1.4.8 exerted a significant influence on Stoic views 
about the rationality of nature. Clearly, it allowed the Stoics to see the 
divinely ordered rationality of the natural world as a Socratic doctrine. 
This tenet of Socrates, however, was not merely adopted by Stoics be- 
cause they were seeking to pin their views on an ancient authority. As 
Sextus indicates, Zeno’s reflection on Socrates’ argument for the ratio- 
nality. of the cosmos influenced the formation of the doctrine of sem- 
inal reason. In this case, then, Socrates seems to have occupied a 
position for the Stoics similar to that occupied by Plato for many later 
Platonists. They not only appeal to-Socrates’ views for authority, but 
they attempt to articulate them more precisely and defend them from 
attack. As a result, they come to develop new doctrines, which at the 
same time bear clear marks of their origins in Socrates. 


2. Socrates and Divine Moral Principles 


We have seen how a text in Xenophon enabled the Stoics to attribute 
to Socrates a conception of nature as a rationally ordered whole. The 
Stoic theory of natural law, however, assumes additionally that the di- 
vine order of nature legislates a system of moral laws that provides a 
normative structure for human conduct. This characteristic feature of 
the Stoic theory is exemplified in the passage from Chrysippus’ Tept 
vóuov quoted above in the introduction to this essay. Chrysippus there 
asserts the authority of law over all things, including the divine, by 
which he clearly means nature as a whole. Moreover, he claims that the 
law that governs nature makes prescriptions that have the status of 
moral principles, and hence that it serves as a guide for human con- 
duct. He thus envisions the strongest possible formal links between na- 
ture and the laws of morality.?! 

As we have seen, in the first book of the Memorabilia, Socrates ad- 
vances a conception of the rationality of nature and draws from it cer- 
tain ethical implications, especially with respect to piety. Lacking in this 
discussion, however, is any notion that nature provides guidance to in- 
dividuals in the form of moral laws or rules. Thus we must now con- 
sider whether the Stoics had a Socratic precedent for this aspect of 
their theory of natural law as well. 

At first glance, it may again appear that Socrates would be an un- 
likely figure on whom to hang a positive conception of moral rules. 


21For an illuminating discussion of this aspect of Stoic morality see G. Striker, “Fol- 
lowing Nature: A Study in Stoic Ethics,” OSAP g (1991): 1—73- 
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Socrates has often been viewed as the founder of a type of virtue ethics 
in which ‘being’ is promoted over ‘doing’;?? thus the goal of his moral 
enquiries is taken to be the delineation of individual qualities of soul 
rather than the discovery and defense of moral rules. But there is ev- 
idence to suggest that the Stoics were able to find authoritative Socratic 
texts for their conception of moral rules and of the role played by such 
rules in action. 

Plato’s Phaedo and Crito played a critical role in this aspect of Stoic 
thinking about natural law. However, it will be helpful, once again, to 
begin with a passage in Xenophon. In Memorabilia 4.4, Socrates and 
Hippias take up the question of divinely legislated laws. After they have 
agreed that the lawful (vé6uwmov) and the just (Stkavov) are the same 
(4.4.18), Socrates advances a conception of unwritten laws: 


€? 


Aypdadous ĝé tivas oto8a,” én, “A Innia, vóuovg;” “Tots y év náon,” 
EPN, “YOPA KATA taðtà vopiķopévovs.” ““Exoug äv odv einetv,” ëpn, “Ste 
ot &vOpwxor adtovs é8evto;” “Kai næs ðv,” én, “ot ye odte ovvedOetv 
ánavtes dv ðuvnÂetev otte Suddwvot cion” “Tivacs obv,” €oy, “vourtTerc 
teBerkevar TOUS vópovg TOUTOUG;” “Eyð peév,”eon, “Beoùsotua tovc vóuovg 
tovtous tots avOpmmors Getvar- kaè yap Napa now &vOpwmoLs TPATOV 
voutetar Beovds o€Bew.” “OdKovv kai yoveas tuav navtaxod vourTetar;” 
“Kai tovto,” én. “OdKovv kai pýte yoveas maroi peíyvvoða ute maLdac 
yovevow;” “OvdKett por Soke,” En, “D LHKpatec, obtos eod vópoç eiva.” 
“Te dy;” Eon. “Ore,” Egy, “atoOdvonal twas napaPatvovtas aùtóv.” “Kai 
yap la nxohid,” épy, “napavowovow- GAAG Stkynv yé tor S:ddaow oi 
napaBatvovtes tovs 16 TOV BeWv Keevovus VOpoUG, Hv OdSevi tpónrw ðv 
vatov &vOpanw dSvagvuyecv.” 


“Hippias, do you think,” Socrates said, “that there are some laws that are 
unwritten?” 

“Those, at least, that are observed in every country on the same points,” 
he replied. 
“Would you be prepared to say that men established them?” he asked. 
“How could they? They could not all come together, nor do all they speak 
the same language.” 

“Who, then, do you think established these laws?” he asked. 

“I think that the gods established these laws for men; for among all men, 
the primary law is to honor the gods,” he replied. 


22Cf. M. F. Burnyeat, “Virtues in Action,” in The Philosophy of Socrates, ed. G. Vlastos 
(Garden City, N. Y., 1971), pp. 209-34. For a recent defense of the claim that Socrates’ 
search for definitions relies on the view that knowledge (hence moral requirements) can 
be reduced to context-free rules see H. Dreyfus, “The Socratic and Platonic Basis of Cog- 
nitivism,” Artificial Intelligence and Society 2 (1988): g9—112. This is challenged by W. I. 
Matson and A. Leite in “Socrates’ Critique of Cognitivism,” Philosophy 66 (1991): 145-67. 
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“So, then, is it also a law everywhere to honor one’s parents?” 

“Yes,” he replied. 

“And therefore neither for parents to have sex with their children nor 
children with their parents.” 

“In this instance, Socrates,” he said, “this does not seem to be a law of 


god.” 

“Why?” he asked. 

“Because I notice that there are some who transgress it,” he replied. 
“Indeed, they violate many other laws as well. But those who transgress 
the laws founded by the gods have paid a penalty that it is utterly impos- 
sible for men to escape.” (4.4.19—21) 


This passage contains many elements that Stoics could view as their 
own. At a general level, the claim that the gods establish moral laws 
that are in force everywhere could hardly sound more Stoic.** In De 
republica 3.33, for example, Cicero virtually reproduces Xenophon’s 
description of unwritten laws in his own Stoicizing account of the true 
law as “right reason in accord with nature.” In the course of respond- 
ing to Phlius’ report of Carneades’ infamous defense of injustice, 
Laelius describes several features of nature’s law, among which are the 
following: 


1. Universal application among all peoples at all times (“Nor will there be 
one law [lex] at Rome, another at Athens, one law now, another in the 
future.”) 

2. God as legislator (“God will be the one common ruler and commander 
of all, the founder [inventor], judge, and promulgator of this law.”) 

3. Transgression of divine law brings its own punishment (“Whoever dis- 
obeys will be fleeing from himself and . . . will suffer the greatest pun- 
ishments, even if he succeeds in escaping what is commonly taken to be 
punishment.”) 


Though certainly striking, these correspondences on their own do not 
establish a direct link between Xenophon and the Stoics, since there is 
no ancient testimony tying the Stoic conception of divinely legislated 
moral laws to Memorabilia 4.4. It is hardly out of the question, of 
course, especially in light of the well-attested influence of the Memora- 
bilia on Zeno,?* that Xenophon’s Socrates influenced Stoic views on 


23F ven the specific claim in this passage about honoring one’s parents has a Stoic an- 
alogue. Honoring one’s parents is a star example of a Stoic determinate moral rule or a 
“proper function that admits of no exception” (dei kaðnkov); see D. L. 7.108-g = SVF 
3.495, with the discussion of A. A. Long and D. N. Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers 
(Cambridge, 1987), 1: 365-66. 

24Cf. D. L. 7.1 = SVF 1.1 for anecdotal evidence about the effect on Zeno of Xeno- 
phon’s portrait of Socrates. 
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this score.?° But without any direct testimony, it is perhaps best not to 
press these connections too hard. 

Additional evidence for understanding how the Stoics came to asso- 
ciate Socrates with divine moral laws has been provided by David Sed- 
ley in a paper focusing on Stoic interpretations of Plato.?° As is well 
known, the death of Socrates remained a topic of interest throughout 
the history of the Stoa.?” Sedley demonstrates how Plato’s depiction in 
the Phaedo and Crito of Socrates’ calm acceptance of his death provided 
the Stoics with a model of the sage’s affirmation of the rational and 
providential order of nature. One need only think, for example, of rep- 
resentations of Seneca’s death to see how thoroughly this Socratic ex- 
emplum impressed itself on Stoic thinking.?® By the same token, it is 
also clear that for the Stoics, Socrates’ equanimity in the face of death 
exhibited his understanding and affirmation of Zeus’s rational order. 

The question that presents itself now is whether the Stoics believed 
that Socrates’ actions were motivated by moral principles that them- 
selves were expressions of Zeus’s cosmic order. If so, we can see how 
they might naturally have come to believe that Socrates governed his 
actions in accordance with the prescriptions of the Kotvdc vóuos. 

In the first book of Cicero’s De divinatione, the Stoic interlocutor, 
Quintus, recounts the story of Socrates’ dream in Plato’s Crito (1.52). 
The dream, it will be recalled, correctly predicts that Socrates will 
not die for another three days. Sedley observes that “To a Stoic, it 
will have seemed that Socrates’ decision to stay and die was to a large 
extent guided by the revelation that he was bound in any case to die on 
that day—a divine indication that it was morally preferable for him to 
do so willingly.”?? Nor should we underestimate the extent to which the 
Stoic argument moves in the other direction—that is, inferring divine 
sanction from performances of morally correct actions. 

Because of the Stoics’ interest in Socrates’ death, Plato’s Phaedo and 
Crito became central texts for them. As it happens, the Crito is also the 
text where Socrates enunciates a moral principle that he insists over- 


?°The dialectical context of these arguments and the fact that Hippias makes many of 
the requisite claims about divine legislation may have made it harder for the Stoics to 
appropriate these as obviously Socratic doctrines. 

“Chrysippus on Psychophysical Causality,” in Passions and Perceptions, ed. J. Brun- 
schwig and M. C. Nussbaum (Cambridge, 1993) pp. 313-31. 

27See K. Döring, Exemplum Socratis: Studien zur Sokratesnachwirkung in der kynisch- 
stoischen Popularphilosophie der frühen Kaiserzeit und im frühen Christentum, Hermes Einzel- 
schriften 42 (Weisbaden, 1979), pp. 25-31, 49-55» 130-35, 142-49. 

28For a comprehensive discussion see M. Griffin, “Philosophy, Cato, and Roman Sui- 
cide,” Greece and Rome 33 (1986): 67—77, 192—202. 

2°Sedley (above note 26), p. 316. 
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rides all other claims—a principle that Gregory Vlastos describes as 
taking us “to the deepest stratum” of Socrates’ ethical theory.”° In set- 
ting out the principle (px) underwriting his decision to remain in jail ' 
(48e), Socrates asserts that we should under no circumstances commit 
an injustice (ovSan@c dpa det &Sucetv, 49b), even in return for an injus- 
tice suffered (49c). Socrates’ most basic principle, from which his re- 
jection of the lex talionis is derived, is that we should never commit an 
injustice. As the Crito unfolds, we see that it is Socrates’ commitment to 
this moral principle that leads him to choose to obey the law and die 
rather than to continue his life by escaping from prison.®! This is be- 
cause he thinks that were he to flout the laws of the city, he would be 
returning injustice for injustice (oUtws aioypas àvtinkýoas, 54C). 
In the Crito, the overall structure of Socrates’ moral deliberations as 
well as his final decision can plausibly be taken to conform to a familiar 
pattern of rule-governed activity. Socrates isolates a fixed moral prin- 
ciple that overrides all others and then proceeds to apply it to his 
own particular circumstances. Such a picture could hardly have been 
more congenial to the Stoics.?” Epictetus, for instance, extracts pre- 
cisely this moral from Socrates’ actions in the Crito.°° At Dissertationes 
4.1.159—69,°* he paraphrases the Crito and recounts several well- 


30Vlastos (above, note 6), p. 199. 

3!For an account of how the principle that one should never commit injustice gener- 
ates a moral obligation to obey the law under Socrates’ present circumstances but not 
under all circumstances see J. G. DeFilippo, “Justice and Obedience in the Crito,” AP 11 
(1991): 249—63, esp. p. 261. 

32For a general discussion of the role of moral rules in Stoic morality see P Mitsis, 
“Seneca on Reason, Rules, and Moral Development,” in Passions and Perceptions, ed. J. 
Brunschwig and M. C. Nussbaum (Cambridge, 1993), pp. 285-312. 

33 As Sedley (above, note 26) suggests, we can be fairly confident in tracing back to the 
early Stoa the view that Socrates’ actions exhibit the convergence of divine causality and 
moral principle. Epictetus gives a more detailed interpretation of Socrates’ actions in the 
Crito that fleshes out the nature of these convergences. Although it is not certain that 
every detail of his account can be traced back to the early Stoa, the evidence from Ep- 
ictetus shows that such a reading of the Crito would have been both attractive and pos- 
sible for the early Stoics (especially since so many closely related elements of their theory 
of natural and moral principles are traceable to their engagement with Socratic texts). 
Moreover, as Adolf Bonhoffer has plausibly argued in Epiktet und die Stoa (Stuttgart, 
18g0), Epictetus often relies on early Stoic writings in a very direct way. For a summary 
of scholarship on Epictetus’ attitude toward Socrates see J. P Hershbell, “The Stoicism of 
Epictetus: Twentieth Century Perspectives,” ANRW I1.36.3 (Berlin, 1989), pp. 2153-55- 

*4Dissertationes 2.17 takes up the corresponding epistemological problem of how we 
are to apply the general principles (O@ewpńpata) of philosophers, or our preconceptions 
of right action, to our individual circumstances (cf. Long and Sedley [above, note 23] 
40S = Diss. 1.22.1—3.9—10, with their comments, 1: 253). At Dissertationes 1.4.18—27, Ep- 
ictetus examines this issue in the context of moral progress (1poKo7%). In discussing how 
we are to put our guiding principles into action no matter what subject is at hand (eéxt MS 
dei napazintovons VANG Ta nponyovueva èkrovõv, 1 -4.20), he again invokes the example 
of Socrates in the Crito. Quoting from Crito 43d7—8 (®© othe Kp itav, ef tavty tois Beoig 
piov, tavty yiveo8w, 1.4.24), he argues that Socrates’ calm acceptance of his fate stems 
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known incidents in Socrates’ life in order to demonstrate that Socrates 
is preeminently free. This freedom depends, Epictetus insists, on 
Socrates’ unwavering commitment to principles of justice and on his 
understanding and acceptance of Zeus’s rational order. So precisely do 
Socrates’ moral principles conform to divine command, in fact, that his 
actions can be taken as paradigmatic for a life of complete freedom. 
Readers of the Crito, even while admiring Socrates’ commitment to 
justice, often question whether he might somehow have made a mis- 
take in applying his principles. One might reasonably wonder, for in- 
stance, whether Socrates is wrong in thinking that by escaping he will 
be destroying the city and its laws.” What such an objection points to, 
of course, is a standard problem for rule-based theories of morality, the 
problem of misapplying rules in particular circumstances. The Stoics, 
however, have the means of addressing this problem—at least in the 
case of Socrates’ choice—in an extremely interesting way. We have seen 
that they believe that Socrates was given a divine indication that his 
death was fated. The presence of a divine sign, therefore, confirms for 
the Stoics that Socrates’ decision to remain in prison and die accords 
with the rational and moral order of the universe. Consequently, the 
divine sign furnishes an actual verification of the morality of his action 
and hence of his correct application of a fundamental moral principle. 
That is, the Stoics’ doctrine of providential determinism helps them to 
pick out and assess the correct applications of moral rules. On the 
other hand, Socrates’ recognition and unwavering adherence to a basic 
principle of morality gives an analogous indication that his action is in 
accord with the divine and moral order of nature. In Socrates’ decision 
and action in the Crito, therefore, we see what would have been for the 
Stoics the mutual implication, indeed the absolute convergence, of 
moral principle and nature’s divinely rational plan. It is for this reason 
that Socrates functions as a Stoic paradigm for the sage whose attitudes 
and actions most precisely embody the dictates of the koinos nomos. 


In his Outlines of the History of Ethics, Henry Sidgwick argues that the 
Stoics provide a transition between what he calls ancient and modern 
conceptions of ethics. Modern ethics, he claims, characteristically “con- 
nects itself in a new way with theology, so far as the rules of duty are 
regarded as a code of divine legislation . . . , [and] has a close affinity to 


from his ability to put his principles into practice. The Enchetridion concludes as well with 
an exhortation to remember on every occasion these same words of Socrates (in both 
instances Epictetus not surprisingly drops the phrase t0yn ya from the Platonic orig- 
inal). 

33A. D. Woozley, Law and Obedience: The Arguments of Plato’s “Crito” (Chapel Hill, N.C., 


1979), chap. 6, provides a good discussion of the philosophical merits of the Crito’s “ar- 
guments from destruction.” 
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abstract jurisprudence, so far as this is conceived to treat of rules of 
Law cognisable by reason as naturally and universally valid.” Sidgwick 
believes that the Stoics are the initiators of the movement toward 
“modern” ethics and ethical theory. Certainly, there is a sense in which 
he is correct, since they are the first philosophers to formulate explic- 
itly an ethics grounded in the rationality and morality of nature’s law. 
But such a view of the history of moral philosophy fails to account for 
the degree to which the Stoics’ views were developed by reflecting on 
the arguments and actions of Socrates.*” Here, as in most areas of the 
history of ancient ethics, one overlooks the power and reach of Socrates 
at one’s peril. Of course, the Stoics’ Socrates, with his commitments to 
cosmic rationality and to leading a life governed by divinely legislated 
moral rules, is only one among many competing images of Socrates in 
antiquity. But it is an image that has had some of the most fundamental 
and pervasive effects on the methods and goals of subsequent moral 
philosophy. Indeed, it is hardly an exaggeration to place the origins of 
natural law theory, and hence the characteristic style of “modern” eth- 
ics, firmly within the framework of the Socratic movement.”® 


*6Qutlines of the History of Ethics (London, 1886), pp. 6—7. 

37This is not to claim, of course, that Socrates was the sole influence on Stoic thinking 
about natural law. See Chapter 11 in this volume for some suggestions about the role of 
Plato’s Republic in the formation of the Stoic theory; and for Heraclitean influences see 
M. Schofield, The Stoic Idea of the City (Cambridge, 1991), pp. 74-84. 

We would like to thank Steven Strange and the editor of this volume for helpful 
comments. 
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Zeno’s Republic and the 
Origins of Natural Law 


Paul A. Vander Waerdt 


The origins of natural law theory pose a curious problem. In its tra- 
ditional meaning, the term natural law (vóuos pboews, lex naturalis) des- 
ignates a law, discernible by reason, which determines what is right and 
wrong by nature, and which therefore holds valid everywhere, always, 
and for everyone, independently of circumstance and local custom. It is 
not difficult to find evidence to support the commonly held assump- 
tion that the early Stoic scholarchs first advanced the theory of natural 
law.' Thus when Cicero defines natural law in De legibus 1, the fullest 
account of the theory to survive from antiquity, he employs a formula 
whose Stoic paternity is well attested: “Law is the highest reason, im- 
planted in nature, which commands what ought to be done, and for- 
bids the opposite. This reason, when firmly fixed and perfected in the 
human mind, is law.”? This definition clearly recalls the early Stoic 


'So, for example, G. Striker, “Origins of the Concept of Natural Law,” PBACAP 2 
(1986): 79—94 (with a reply by B. Inwood on pp. 95—101), now supplemented by “Fol- 
lowing Nature: A Study in Stoic Ethics,” OSAP g (1991): 1—73 at pp. 35-50. I have of- 
fered a very different reconstruction of the original theory of natural law and of its 
development in antiquity in my forthcoming book, The Theory of Natural Law in Antiquity 
(Ithaca, N.Y.), where I provide a detailed defense of the interpretation summarized in 
this section. For the most cogent defense of the traditional interpretation of Stoic natural 
law as being constituted by a code of moral rules, see P. Mitsis, “Natural Law and Natural 
Right in Post-Aristotelian Philosophy: The Stoics and Their Critics,” ANRW I1.36.7 (Ber- 
lin, 1994), pp. 4812—50, whose criticism of my position is answered in my book. 

? Leg. 1.18: “igitur doctissimis viris proficisci placuit a lege, haud scio an recte, si modo, 
ut idem definiunt, lex est ratio summa insita in natura, quae iubet ea, quae facienda sunt, 
prohibetque contraria. eadem ratio cum est in hominis mente confirmata et perfecta 
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position that man’s end (té\o¢) as a rational animal consists in living 
according to nature, refraining from every action prohibited by the 
common law (kowdc¢ vópos), which is identified with the sage’s right 
reason (ôpĝòç AGyoc), and patterning his conduct on the divine order 
and harmony evident in the rational order of the cosmos.* We have 
clear evidence that the founder of the Stoa, Zeno of Citium, first ad- 
vanced this theory, in its most radical and controversial form, in his 
Republic,* and that his two successors as scholarch subsequently de- 
fended and elaborated it—Cleanthes in his Hymn to Zeus (Stob. Ecl. 
1.1.12 = SVF 1.537), and Chrysippus in his On Law.” Thus we can be 
confident that the early Stoics first originated the theory that had 
come by Cicero’s time to be identified as the theory of natural law. 
Yet as soon as we begin to enquire how the early Stoics themselves 
understand their formula that law is right reason as applied to conduct, 
it becomes clear that they construe it quite differently than the later 
natural law tradition does. In Aquinas’ formulation in his treatise on 
law in Summa theologiae 1.11, natural law has a very generous scope, en- 
compassing everything to which man is rationally inclined by nature, 
including all of the virtues (q. 94 a. 3) as well as the principles of the 
decalogue (q. 100 aa. 3, 11), and indeed all activities that practical rea- 
son apprehends as man’s good (q. 92 a. 2). Aquinas details an elaborate 
code of precepts based upon God’s lex aeterna by distinguishing (q. 92 
a. 2) a single primary precept from three classes of secondary precepts, 
each of which is ranked according to the order of man’s natural 
inclinations. Traditionally it has been assumed that the early Stoics too 


[Vahlens; confecta ABH}, lex est.” Cf. Leg. 1.23, 42; 2.10; Rep. 3.33; Nat. d. 1.36 (citing 
Zeno); Inv. rhet. 2.65—68, 160—62; Top. go. 

*This formula appears in a variety of early Stoic texts, including Zeno’s On the Nature 
of Man and Chrysippus’ On Ends (D. L. 7.87—89), as well as the exordium of Chrysippus’ 
On Law (Marcian Inst. 1 = SVF 3.314), which treat koinos nomos and orthos logos as equiv- 
alent ways of referring to the canon or standard that human beings follow in living ac- 
cording to nature. Cf. also Arius Didymus ap. Stob. Ecl. 2.96.10—12, 102.5—6 Wachsmuth; 
Alex. Aphr. De fato 35 = SVF 2.1003.30—34 on p. 295; Philo De Joseph. = SVF 3.323; 
Clem. Al. Strom. 2.420 = SVF 3.332. 

4See Plut. De virt. Alex. 32ga—b, discussed below in section 1; Cicero De natura deorum 
1.36 confirms the attribution of the theory to Zeno. 

°We possess only its exordium and Plutarch’s criticism of its account of the moral con- 
duct prescribed by nomos: Marcian Inst. 1 = SVF 3.314; Plut. De Stoic. repugn. 1037¢— 
1038a = SVF 3.520. l 

6For guidance with Aquinas’ theory, see, for instance, G. Grisez, “The First Principle 
of Practical Reason: A Commentary on the Summa Theologiae, 1—2, Question 94, Article 
2,” Natural Law Forum 10 (1965): 168—96, reprinted in Aquinas: A Collection of Critical Es- 
says, ed. A. Kenny (London, 1970), pp. 340-82; D. J. O'Connor, Aquinas and the Natural 
Law (London, 1968), pp. 57—79; and, for the complex problem of the derivation of sec- 
ondary from primary precepts, R. A. Armstrong, Primary and Secondary Precepts in Tho- 
mistic Natural Law Teaching (The Hague, 1966), esp. pp. 58-85. 
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adhered to a rule-following model of natural law, the moral conduct 
prescribed by which could be specified by a set of moral rules corre- 
sponding to the natural hierarchy of man’s impulses.’ Yet there are 
strong reasons to resist this assumption. 

In the first place, the early Stoics never even use the term nomos 
physeds to refer to their theory,” nor do they recognize any “natural 
laws,” in the sense of immutable rules of conduct not subject to excep- 
tion, at all. In particular, in his account of the content of the moral con- 
duct prescribed by law or right reason, Chrysippus denies that there is 
any class of actions (kaĝńkovta, in technical Stoic terminology) which 
invariably accords with nature,’ recognizing only one exception:'® the 
particular class of actions designated “perfect kathékonta” or katop0- 
ata, the perfectly virtuous actions which only one who acts out of 
the sage’s unique rational disposition is able to perform.'' The “canon 
of justice and injustice” which Chrysippus undertakes to provide in his 
account of nomos (SVF 3.314) thus prescribes katorthomata, while it pro- 
scribes all actions which fall short of this morally infallible standard. !° 


7See above, note 1. 

*The closest examples are Cicero De natura deorum 1.36 (“Zeno naturalem legem div- 
inam esse censet eamque vim obtinere recta imperantem prohibentemque contraria”; 
but this probably translates an original orthos logos rather than nomos physeds: see H. 
Koester, “The Concept of Natural Law in Greek Thought,” in Religions in Antiquity, ed. J. 
Neusner [Leiden, 1968], pp. 521—41 at p. 529); Arius Didymus’ account in his epitome of 
Stoic ethics (Euseb. Praep. evang. 15.15 = SVF 2.528.23—29) of the community of gods 
and men sharing in logos “which is law by nature” (óc oti púoet vópoc); and Diogenes 
Laertius 7.128, which cites Chrysippus for the thesis that justice, nomos, and orthos logos 
exist by nature, not merely by convention. 

"Kathékonta are actions that reason prevails upon us to do in accordance with nature 
and that, once done, admit of a rational defense (D. L. 7.107—9; cf. Arius 85.12.15; Plut. 
De comm. not. 106ge). Yet morally they may be either virtuous or vicious, depending upon 
the agent’s disposition: if he acts out of certain knowledge, then his actions are virtu- 
ous—they are katorthdmata; otherwise, they are vicious from the standpoint of morality 
even if they do accord with nature. The evidence is collected in SVF 1.230—32, 3.491- 
523, and the subject may be studied in the section on “proper functions” in A. A. Long 
and D. N. Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers (Cambridge, 1987), 1:359—68; on Cicero’s 
usage see J. M. Rist, Stoic Philosophy (Cambridge, 1969), pp. 97—111. The evidence for 
Chrysippus’ On Virtuous Actions is collected by von Arnim in SVF 3.674. For the meaning 
of the distinction between kathékonta and katorthdmata, see especially G. B. Kerferd, 
“What Does the Wise Man Know?” in The Stoics, ed. J. M. Rist (Berkeley, 1978), pp. 125- 
36, and B. Inwood, Ethics and Human Action in Early Stoicism (Oxford, 1985), pp. 213— 
15. It is said (D. L. 7.25) that Zeno was the first to use the term kathékon and to write on 
the subject. 

Thus “living according to virtue” is the only example we are offered of an dei 
kaðnkov (D. L. 7.108—9). 

''Katorthémata thus include all the virtues and indeed “everything done according to 
right reason” (Arius 96.18—97.14; cf. 85.18—86.12, 93.14—-18; Sex. Emp. Math. 11.200— 
207). 

1255 Chrysippus in his On Law (ap. Plut. De Stoic. repugn. 1037c—d = SVF 3.520) and 
in his Demonstrations on Justice (ap. 1041a—b = SVF 3.297); cf. Plut. De Stoic. repugn. 1038a; 
Cic. Leg. 2.8, 1.18—19; Arius 96.10—16 (cf. 96.17—97.14), 102.4-10. That only the sage is 
capable of performing katorthomata: Cic. Fin. 4.15; cf. Arius 96.10—16, 102.4—10. The 
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One might suppose then that actions belonging to this special class of 
katorthomata might admit of codification in a manner comparable, for 
example, to Aquinas’ class of primary precepts. But even brief consid- 
eration of the nature of katorthomata shows that this cannot be the case. 
For they do not represent a class distinct from kathékonta because the 
agent’s actions admit of a different external description, but rather 
because of a difference in his motivation: the kathékonta of ordinary 
human beings become katorthomata when performed by the sage, whose 
perfectly rational and consistent disposition guarantees the moral in- 
fallibility of all his actions. 13 Put simply, natural law prescribes the inten- 
sional rather than the extensional characteristics of virtuous actions. '* 
And these intensional characteristics do not admit of codification in 
moral rules: for katorthémata are entirely circumstance dependent, in 
the sense that “special circumstances” may require justified exception 
to kathékonta in order to remain consistent with the higher will of Zeus, 
and no moral rules can substitute for the sage’s right reason in guiding 
their performance. '* Thus the early Stoics clearly do not conceive of 
natural law as being constituted by a code of moral rules comparable, 
for instance, to Aquinas’ code of primary and secondary precepts. To 
the contrary, they advance a dispositional rather than a rule-following 
model of natural law,' and a correspondingly different account of the 
content of the moral conduct prescribed by it: in their theory, it pre- 


content of natural law corresponds not to a set of moral rules or precepts but to the sage’s 
distinctive moral attributes; put differently, natural law prescribes the intensional rather 
than the extensional characteristics of virtuous actions. When we speak of actions that 
accord with natural law, we refer to his katorthomata,; conversely, katorthémata specify the 
content of the moral conduct natural law enjoins. To act in accordance with natural law, 
then, means to perform actions that accord with nature (kathékonta) with the mental dis- 
position that enables one to know infallibly why a given course of action does indeed ac- 
cord with nature. 

'SThe distinctive features of the sage’s rational disposition are set forth by Cicero in 
De finibus 3.16—25, a text that seems consistent with our other evidence for Chrysippus 
on this point (ap. Stob. Ecl. 5.9g06.18—907.5 = SVF 3.510; see my remarks in AJP 113 
[1992]: 1137—18). 

4Curiously, the question of whether natural law prescribes katorthdmata or kathékonta 
is not faced by Striker 1986, 1991 (above, note 1), who, without considering the evidence 
from On Law (ap. Plut. De Stoic. repugn. 1037c—d = SVF 3.520) discussed below, seems to 
assume that natural law is constituted by a code of moral rules. Similarly neglecting this 
text, M. Schofield, The Stoic Idea of the City (Cambridge, 1991), pp. 67—74, in his account 
of natural law as prescriptive reason, does not even broach the problem of the moral 
content of nature’s prescriptions for human beings. Mitsis (above, note 1) faces the prob- 
lem squarely: attempting to discredit Plutarch’s text as reliable evidence for On Law, he 
argues that Stoic natural law provides other injunctions or prescriptions in addition to 
katorthomata. 

'5See section 3 below for the doctrine of “special circumstances” as it pertains to Zeno’s 
Republic. 

'6In drawing this contrast I do not mean to suggest that Aquinas takes no account of 
intensionalist considerations: he clearly regards them as necessary to the perfection of 
virtue (q. 91 a. 4) but treats them in his account of virtue rather than of natural law. 
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scribes not a determinate class of actions but a certain rational dispo- 
sition with which one is to act, namely, the perfectly rational and 
consistent disposition which enables the sage to apprehend and act in 
accordance with the provident order of nature. One consequence is 
that early Stoic usage of nomos is radically revisionary: it refers not to a 
code of moral rules or to positive legislation but rather is identical with 
the sage’s right reason." 

These preliminary remarks suggest the complexity of the problem 
we face in attempting to understand the origins of natural law theory. 
While there is clear evidence that the early Stoic scholarchs first orig- 
inated this theory, there also is clear evidence that they did not under- 
stand it in a manner at all comparable to that of the later tradition. In 
fact, we know very little concerning the origin, early form, and philo- 
sophical motivation of the theory of natural law. Accordingly, if we 
wish to understand this theory and its development, we need to give 
renewed consideration to the context in which it was first developed 
and presented. Although the fact has remained for all intents and 
purposes unnoticed in the scholarly discussion, astonishingly enough, 
Zeno’s Republic is the founding work of the natural law tradition—it 
represents the first attempt, in other words, to specify the way of life of 
a community governed according to natural law.’ In what follows I 
shall undertake to show that careful attention to this work in its literary 


'"So Chrysippus ap. D. L. 7.87—88; Cleanthes, SVF 1.537.3, 12-13, 20-25; Plut. De 
Stoic. repugn. 1038; Cic. Leg. 1.18—19, 2.8. Early Stoic usage is not univocal: nomos also 
serves to refer to the causal nexus of fate (Arius ap. Euseb. Praep. evang. 15.15 = SVF 
2.528; cf. Chrysippus ap. Plut. De Stoic. repugn. 1050c—d), which the sage apprehends in 
“following nature.” For the Stoic thesis of the similarity of the mind of god and man, see 
Cic. Nat. d. 2.58; Arius 96.10—17. 

'8Schofield (above, note 14), pp. 93—103, proposes a different account of the origins of 
natural law theory: he argues that Chrysippus undertook “to adapt Zeno’s conception of 
a community of sages to the notion of the community of rational beings who are citizens 
of the universe” and that his idea of the cosmic city (set forth in De nat. 3) “mediates the 
transition from republicanism to natural law theory.” This hypothesis seems to me im- 
plausible on at least three independent grounds: (1) although he tries (unsuccessfully: 
see below, note 44) to discredit Plutarch De virtute Alexandri 32ga—b as a credible source 
of information about Zeno’s Republic, even Schofield admits that koinos nomos in this text 
is “incontrovertibly Stoic” and “a key principle of Zeno’s Republic”: hence there is no rea- 
son to suppose that natural law theory required the mediation of Chrysippean doctrine 
on the cosmic city; (2) Schofield’s characterization of Zeno’s theory as “republicanism” 
rather than “natural law” rests upon an unargued but highly questionable reading of 
Zeno’s Platonic target (see section 2 below); and (3) the role assigned to Chrysippus’ ac- 
count of the cosmic city in this hypothesis is rendered unlikely by the “irresistible con- 
jecture” (see below, note 76) that Chrysippus was developing “an original Zenonian 
treatment of these themes”: hence it is more economical and plausible to suppose that 
Zeno himself developed the doctrine of koinos nomos in the context of the cosmic city, as 
argued in section 2 below. 
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and philosophical context will clarify the original form and motivation 
of the theory of natural law. 


My first objective, then, is to identify the philosophical problems 
which Zeno sought to resolve by developing the theory of natural law 
that he presents in his Republic. '? This theory, I shall argue, is intended 
to provide improved answers to questions Plato considered in his Re- 
public and Laws by making more precise and explicit the teaching on 
natural justice Plato gives to Socrates. Zeno’s account of the institu- 
tional arrangements of his best regime, moreover, 1s intended to show 
how Plato misconceives the way of life that accords with natural justice. 
In fact, these institutional arrangements seem intended to discharge 
the conditions for the best regime laid down by the Athenian Stranger 
in book 5 of the Laws (739 c—e), so well does Zeno’s polity of sages cor- 
respond to Plato’s “city of gods or children of gods.””° Zeno’s Republic 
thus belongs to a continuing tradition of discussion about the best way 
in which to answer the conventionalist challenge—the most powerful 
exposition of which is that of Glaucon and Adeimantus at the outset of 
book 2 of Plato’s Republic—to show that justice is naturally choicewor- 
thy in itself, independently of its rewards and consequences. In offering 
an account of the way of life that accords with natural law, Zeno sides 
with other Socratics—Plato included—in holding that justice is natu- 
ral, rooted somehow in man’s rational nature, and not merely conven- 
tional in origin,?' though Zeno’s position differs quite radically from 
that of his predecessors. 


The evidence for Zeno’s Republic is assembled in SVF 1.259—71 and in Philodemus 
De Stoicis, in the edition of T. Dorandi, CErc 12 (1982): 91-133; for the modern discus- 
sion, see A. Dyroff, Die Ethik der alten Stoa (Berlin, 1897), pp. 206-19; N. Festa, I fram- 
menti degli Stoici antici (Bari, 1932), 1:9—25; H. C. Baldry, “ ‘Zeno’s Ideal State,” JHS 79 
(1959): 3—15; Rist (above, note 9), pp. 54—80; M. Isnardi-Parente, “La politica della Stoa 
antica,” Sandalion 3 (1980): 67—98; J. Mansfeld, “Diogenes Laertius on Stoic Philosophy,” 
in Diogene Laerzio: Storico del penserio antico, a special issue of Elenchos 7 (1986): 328-51; 
A. Erskine, The Hellenistic Stoa: Political Thought and Action (Ithaca, N.Y., 1990), pp. 9-42; 
P. A. Vander Waerdt, “Politics and Philosophy in Stoicism,” OSAP g (1991): 185-211; 
Schofield (above, note 14). 

20] take it that the regime of the Laws, “second-best” by virtue of its abandonment of 
radical communism, is a practical version of the best regime of the Republic, as the Athen- 
ian Stranger himself suggests (739a—e, 711a—712a, 875c—d; cf. Arist. Pol. 1265a1—9, 
1264b26—28, 1265b31—1266a6); therefore it presupposes the same scheme of education 
and the rule of the same philosophy (cf. H. Cherniss, Gnomon 25 [1953]: 377-79; T. L. 
Pangle, The Laws of Plato [New York, 1980], pp. 376—77, 459-62, 504, 509—10; A. Laks, 
“Legislation and Demiurgy: On the Resnonsnip between Plato’s Republic and Laws,” CA 
9 [1990]: 209-29). 

21 For the Stoic position, cf. D. L. 7.128; SVF 3.314. The locus classicus of classical con- 
ventionalism is Laws 88ge—8goa; cf. 891c—8g2c, g66c—g68a; Arist. Soph. el. 137a7—18; 
Heraclitus B102 DK; PI. Rep. 338c (Thrasymachus), 358b—362c (Glaucon); Grg. 482c— 
486d (Callicles); and Antiphon fr. B44 DK; the best analysis of it remains L. Strauss, Nat- 
ural Right and History (Chicago, 1953), pp. 97-115; see also C. H. Kahn, “The Origins of 
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My thesis that Zeno’s agenda in his Republic is anti-Platonic is not a 
novelty: Plutarch reports that Zeno “wrote in reply to Plato’s Republic” 
(De Stoic. repugn. 1034e-f = SVF 1.260); there is clear evidence that 
the early Stoics gave close attention to the text of Plato’s Republic, as 
witnessed, for example, by the substantial fragments of Chrysippus’ ex- 
tensive book in refutation of Plato’s teaching on natural justice;?? an- 
cient writers commonly associate Zeno’s best regime with Plato’s (e.g., 
SVF 1.261—63); and modern scholars have long recognized that cer- 
tain features of Zeno’s polity—such as its community of women (D. L. 
7.131, 33) or abolition of currency for exchange or foreign travel (D. L. 
7.33, contradicting Leg. '742a—b; cf. Rep. 371b, 41'7a—b)—bear some re- 
lation to the “city in speech” the Platonic Socrates constructs in the Re- 
public. But so far there is no cogent account of how the philosophical 
intention of Zeno’s Republic, as opposed to isolated points of detail, rep- 
resents a reply to Plato.” My objective is to explain exactly how the 
early Stoic theory of natural law represents an attempt to improve upon 
Plato’s answer to Glaucon’s challenge. In developing my case I shall 
also draw upon the testimonia of Chrysippus’ polemic against Plato on 
natural justice.*4 In working with such fragmentary material as we 


Social Contract Theory,” in The Sophists and Their Legacy, ed. G. B. Kerferd, Hermes Ein- 
zelschriften 44 (Wiesbaden, 1981), pp. 92—108. It is important to bear in mind that 
conventionalism is compatible not only with a view that sees the pursuit of one’s self- 
interest as the human good but also with one like Epicurus’, which sees the social contract 
as providing the conditions necessary for the pursuit of philosophy (cf. P. A. Vander 
Waerdt, “The Justice of the Epicurean Wise Man,” CQ n.s. 38 [1987]: 402—22; P. Mitsis, 
Epicurus’ Ethical Theory: The Pleasures of Invulnerability (Ithaca, N.Y., 1988], pp. 59—90). 

22The fragments of this work show that the early Stoics gave close attention to analysis 


of the text of the Republic: thus Chrysippus denounces Cephalus (Rep. 330d—331b) for | 


making fear of the gods a deterrent from injustice, likening this argument to the “bogey 
and hobgoblin with which women try to keep little children from mischief” (De Stoic. re- 
pugn. 1040a—b); and he says that the notion of “doing oneself injustice is absurd, for in- 
justice exists in relation to another and not to oneself” (1041b—c), so rejecting the 
analogy between psychic and political justice on which the entire argument of the Re- 
public rests. 

23Thus Erskine (above, note 19), pp. 30—33, for instance, fails to consider how Zeno’s 
doctrines are grounded in his theory of natural law, and how this theory répresents a 
reply to Plato. Schofield (above, note 14), pp. 22—56, develops, on the basis of parallels 
with Plato, an interpretation of Zeno’s Republic according to which it represents a com- 
munistic “community in the ordinary sense of the word”: but his account fails to take into 
account the complexities in assessing whether Plato’s “best city in speech” represents a 
practical political model (see section 2 below). Inasmuch as Schofield relies on unargued 
assertions concerning Plato’s project to establish Zeno’s, his interpretation of the latter’s 
Republic stands or falls with his interpretation of the former’s. In section 2 below I have 
offered a very different account of their intention (note that Schofield, pp. 22—24, offers 
no argument against the interpretation he categorizes as [b)). 

24Plut. De Stoic. repugn. 1040< (cf. H. Cherniss [p. 467n. b of the Loeb edition], Moralia 
XIII, pt. 2 (Cambridge, Mass., 1976] ad loc.) = SVF 3.313; fragments are preserved at 
1040d, 1041b, and De comm. not. 1070e—f; a fragment of his Exhortations against the com- 
panion dialogue Cleitophon 408a is preserved at De Stoic. repugn. 1039d—1040a. (These 
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have in the case of the early Stoics, one often can only conjecture the 
target or original context of a particular doctrine. But I hope that this 
parallel evidence, illustrating as it does the care the early Stoics gave to 
study and refutation of Plato’s political writings, will lend added plau- 
sibility to my thesis. 

Although it has remained relatively neglected by modern scholars, 
Zeno’s Republic was arguably the most famous and controversial of all 
Hellenistic philosophical works, and it provoked considerable contro- 
versy even within the Stoa: some later Stoics rejected the Republic as 
spurious; others subjected it to censorship; still others attempted to 
discount it as the product of Zeno’s youth.*° This controversy arose in 
large part from Zeno’s apparent advocacy of such Cynic tenets as the 
permissibility—under certain “special circumstances” (D. L. 7.122), I 
shall argue later—of incest (SVF 1.256) and cannibalism (SVF 1.254). 
Since the Republic was an early work,”° reportedly written under the 
influence of the Cynic Crates (D. L. 7.4), scholars have tended to focus 
their attention on these Cynic affiliations.”’ It is equally clear, however, 
that by the time he wrote the Republic Zeno had decisively broken with 


excerpts are based on careful study of Chrysippus’ book: Plutarch’s Concerning Justice 
against Chrysippus, Lamprias no. 59.) Other early Stoic writing against Plato includes Per- 
saeus’ refutation of the Laws in seven books (D. L. 7.36). 

°Cf. Philod. De Stoic., cols. 2—7, with Dorandi (above, note 19), pp. 92—97, and Mans- 
feld (above, note 19), pp. 321—23, 343-51. The authenticity of the Republic is guaranteed 
by Chrysippus, who cites the work as Zeno’s (D. L. 7.33—34) and defends some of its most 
controversial contents (cannibalism [SVF 3.747—53; cf. Cleanthes, SVF 1.584], incest [SVF 
3-743—46, 753], the community of women and children [SVF 3.728, 744—45]). For cen- 
sorship of Zeno’s Republic, see the story about Athenodorus’ deletions in Diogenes Laer- 
tius 7.34; also Clem Al. Strom. 5.9 = SVF 1.43: “The Stoics say that the first Zeno wrote 
certain things that they are reluctant to give to their pupils to read unless they have first 
proven themselves to be genuine philosophers.” 

*°Erskine (above, note 19), pp. 9—15, has cleverly attempted to discredit the evidence 
on which this view is based, but I believe that Diogenes Laertius 7.4 remains an insu- 
perable difficulty for his view; see Vander Waerdt (above, note 19), pp. 193-94. The sug- 
gestion of Rist (above, note 9), pp. 71—72, that Zeno composed the Republic before he 
realized the importance of nature in ethical context faces the difficulty that its political 
doctrines are intelligible only in light of the theory of natural law. (Philodemus De Stoicis, 
col. 14, neatly refutes opponents who question the authenticity of Zeno’s Republic by 
pointing out that it is compatible with the theory of the telos, which, they also hold, made 
him the founder of Stoicism.) 

27See esp. Rist (above, note g) and Mansfeld (above, note 19); also M. Fisch, “Alex- 
ander and the Stoics,” AJP 58 (1937): 132-34; D. B. Dudley, A History of Cynicism (Lon- 
don, 1937). Philodemus’ De Stoicis provides detailed evidence of the controversy within 
the Stoa over the status of Zeno’s Cynic leanings (the Cynics retained a separate identity 
well into the Imperial period; see J. L. Moles, “Honestius quam Ambitiosius? An Explora- 
tion of the Cynic’s Attitude toward Moral Corruption in His Fellow Men,” JHS 103 
[1983]: 103-23; C. E. Manning, “School Philosophy and Popular Philosophy in the Ro- 
man Empire,” ANRW II.36.5 [Berlin, forthcoming]); a Stoic could adopt radically dif- 
ferent moral postures depending upon his attitude toward this question. 
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the Cynics, above all by holding that the study of nature is essential for 
virtue. If this break is due to the influence of Zeno’s teacher, the Aca- 
demic Polemon,”® as John Rist has well argued,”? then we can trace to 
Zeno’s intellectual biography the decisive preoccupation with Platon- 
ism that we shall find in his theory. In any case, even before Zeno’s time 
the Cynic Diogenes wrote a dialogue in reply to Plato’s Republic,*® and 
Zeno too regarded its teaching as the main competitor to his own. 

Our subject thus is a case study in the intellectual origins of Stoic 
philosophy. Since we possess no complete book by an early Stoic, and 
since the extant fragments are largely preserved in later doxography, 
which is itself influenced by subsequent philosophical developments, it 
is often difficult to identify the specific problems and debates that led 
to the development of the early scholarchs’ position. But recent schol- 
arship has made it increasingly clear that philosophical debate during 
the Hellenistic period was dominated by disputes among a variety of 
philosophical movements over the interpretation of Socrates’ heritage, 
each movement tracing its ancestry to Socrates and claiming to ex- 
pound the authentic version of his philosophy.”! 

The early Stoics certainly participated prominently in this debate. 
Philodemus reports that some members of the school traced their 
lineage to Socrates through the succession Socrates—Antisthenes— 
Diogenes—Zeno, and, accordingly, that they actually wished to be called 
Socratics (De Stoic., cols. 12-13). The Stoics’ attempt to construct a 
Socratic pedigree for themselves is eloquently witnessed by their stories 
about Zeno’s conversion to philosophy—it is reported, for instance, 
that he first began to associate with the Cynic Crates after reading 
book 2 of Xenophon’s Memorabilia in a bookshop; when he enquired 
where such men as Socrates could be found, the proprietor told him to 
follow Crates (D. L. 7.2-3). About the meaning of Socrates’ heritage, 
however, there was considerable controversy even within the Stoa: thus 
Ariston’s difference with Chrysippus over such questions as the unity 


28Cf. D. L. 7.2; Cic. Acad. 1.35; Fin. 4.3; Numen. fr. 25 des Places. 

2%Zeno and Stoic Consistency,” Phronesis 22 (1977): 161—74. 

3°For its title: D. L. 6.80; its apparent contents: D. L. 6.72—73, 103 (many antecedents 
of Stoic thought); anecdotes about Diogenes and Plato: D. L. 6.24—26, 40—41. For the 
heated debate within the Stoa over the authenticity of Diogenes’ Republic (Chrysippus is 
said to have cited it as his in nine different books), see Philod. De Stoic. cols. 15.14—16 fin., 
which reports that certain contemporary Stoics (tives t@vV kað’ fas, col. 15.13) denied 
that Diogenes ever wrote a Republic—apparently tn order to disarm the charge that 
Zeno's Republic borrowed significantly from the Cynics. Philodemus’ refutation is ac- 
cepted, among others, by G. Giannantoni, Socratis et Socraticorum Reliquiae? (Naples, 
1990), 3:416-17; M. O. Goulet-Cazé, L’ascése cynique (Paris, 1986), pp. 85—go. 

SIE g., A. A. Long, “Socrates in Hellenistic Philosophy,” CQ n.s. 39 (1988): 150-71; 

Julia Annas’ essay in Chapter 12; Gisela Striker’s essay in Chapter g; and the further 
studies cited below in notes 32—33. 
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of virtue and the status of the “indifferents,” and the value of rules of 
conduct for moral progressors stems in part from disagreement over 
how best to interpret certain Socratic premises and doctrines to which 
both subscribed.*? Hence it is not surprising that the early Stoics were 
especially concerned to discredit other Socratics who offered rival por- 
traits of Socrates and of his significance. Their debate with Arcesilaus 
and the skeptical Academy over the existence and character of the cog- 
nitive impression, which persisted until the end of the Hellenistic pe- 
riod, is the best-known example.”” In the case of our subject, both Plato 
and Zeno understand Socrates to hold that justice is somehow rooted 
in man’s rational nature, but they construe this position in quite dif- 
ferent ways, Zeno’s theory of natural law representing an attempt to 
discredit Plato’s interpretation of this Socratic position. 

Since the scattered fragments of Zeno’s Republic do not allow us to 
reconstruct its original order of exposition,”** we will proceed as follows. 
First, I will argue that the purpose of Zeno’s work is to illustrate the way 
of life that accords with natural law, and that this explains some of the 
peculiar social and institutional features of his polity of sages. Next, in 
section 2, I will try to show that Zeno’s purpose in offering an account 
of his best regime, a “dream or image of a philosopher's well-regulated 
regime” (Plut., De virt. Alex. 32ga—b), corresponds quite closely to Pla- 
to’s purpose in constructing his “city in speech” in his Republic. Third, 
I will suggest that Zeno’s theory of natural law represents an attempted 
improvement over Plato’s teaching on natural justice in the Republic 
(section 3). Finally, in section 4, I will argue that the institutional ar- 
rangements of Zeno’s best regime are best explained as a deliberate re- 
sponse to Plato’s paradox of the rule of the philosopher-kings. 


1. Natural Law in Zeno’s Polity of Sages 


Our best guide to the interpretation of Zeno’s Republic is provided by 
Plutarch in a famous passage whose language is saturated with Platonic 
allusions—allusions, I shall try to show, that reflect Zeno’s attempt to 


*2See A. M. loppolo, Aristone di Chio e lo Stoicismo antico (Naples, 1980); M. Schofield, 
“Ariston of Chios and the Unity of Virtue,” AP 4 (1984): 83—96; Striker 1991 (above, note 
1), » pP- 14-24; J. Annas, The Morality of Happiness (Oxford, 1993). 

‘See M. Frede, “Stoics and Sceptics on Clear and Distinct Impressions,” in The Skep- 
tical Tradition, ed. M. F. Burnyeat (Berkeley, 1983), pp. 65-93. 

34Our only clue ts furnished by Cassius’ report that Zeno began with a denunciation 
of traditional education (D. L. 7.32). Cassius’ laudationes provide precise line references 
for the doctrines he cites, but there is no reason to assume that he summarizes Zeno’s 
own line of argument. 
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refine Plato’s teaching on natural justice in the Republic and Laws by 
making it more precise and consistent: 


Kat uv ġ LOAD Bavuatoupévy moAuteta toù ... Zivwvos eis, Ev TOVTO OVVT- 
ceiver KepGAauov, iva uù Kate WoAEs unè KaTA SYWOVS OikMpev, iioc 
Exaotor Suwpropéevor Sukaiors, GAAG návtas avOpwnovs ñyoueða nuó- 
tac kai moAitas, etc ÔÈ Biog Ñ kaè kóouog, Oonep AyEANS OVVVdLOU VOLW 
kowo ovvtpepopévns. tovto Zivwv wev Eyparpev dorep Svap Ñ elSwdov 
evvonias puiooddov Kai moAutetas AVATUNWOÓMEVOG. 


The much-admired Republic of Zeno . . . is aimed at this one main point, 
that we should not dwell in cities or peoples,®” each one marked out by its 
own principles of justice, but we should regard all human beings as our 
fellow members of the populace and fellow-citizens, and there should be 
one way of life*® and order,”?” like that of a herd?” grazing together”? and 


*5For this translation and Stoic parallels, see Schofield (above, note 14), p. 104 n. 1. 

*6Schofield (above, note 14), p. 109, claims: “The relatively few texts which deal with 
the teachings of the early Stoics on the relations of the wise with each other do not claim 
that they lead a single way of life.” But he is overlooking Cleanthes’ account of how evil 
human beings, by neglecting the “one eternal logos,” are deprived of all the good things 
they desire; they fail to see the koinos nomos of god, “being obedient to which they would 
have a good life [Btov €o8A.6v] with nous” (SVF 1.537.21—25): it is hard to imagine a closer 
parallel to Zeno’s claim that one way of life follows from living according to the koinos 
nomos. Moreover, Chrysippus’ extensive work On Lives in four books (we possess ten frag- 
ments listed by von Arnim, SVF 3:194) clearly considered alternative candidates for 
the single best way of life for a human being. 

*7Schofield (above, note 14), p. 109: “I am unable to find in texts representing the 
views of the early Stoics any subsequent use of kosmos in the sense of an ordering of 
society. The expression seems to be used exclusively of the physical universe, even 
if the universe so designated is sometimes viewed as a cosmic city or society.” On the 
interpretation proposed below, kóopog here refers to the megalopolis and is to be 
construed both as the physical universe and as an ordering of society (see below, 
note 72). For the latter sense of kosmos, see Cleanthes’ Hymn (SVF 1.537.19): Zeus has 
the power of “putting in order what is disorderly” (koopetv tåkóopa; cf. the morally 
loaded sense of kosmos in line 28). The following line indicates unequivocally that kosmos 
here bears the sense of an ordering of society (“you have fitted together into one all 
good things with the evil”), although Cleanthes may mean to evoke the cosmic order 
as well. 

*8Schofield (above, note 14), pp. 107—8, calls this comparison “the most questionable 
feature” of Plutarch’s report, but it is attested in a variety of later Stoic texts (esp. Hi- 
erocles, col. 11.14, ouvayeAaotuk Ov toov, with Cic. Fin. 3.62—-63 and the discussion of 
S. G. Pembroke, “Oikeiösis,” in Problems in Sloicism, ed A. A. Long [London, 1971], pp. 
125-27 with pp. 144-45 nn. 61-63; Plut. De comm. not. 1065f, with reference to the cos- 
mic city; Clem. Al. Strom. 2.420 = SVF 3.332, where regime is defined as a tpody 
avOpunwv Kak} Kata Kowoviav and law giving as a science that cares for the human 
herd, avOpwnwv ayedjs. Its prominence in the Platonic targets (esp. Minos 318a, 321C; 
Plt. 265b—268d, 274b—276d; cf. Xen. Cyr. 1.1.2; J. B. Skemp, Plato's Statesman [London, 
1952], pp. 52—66) against which Zeno is writing makes it entirely plausible that he would 
have adopted it. 

“odvvonoc, Leg. 666e; cf. ovvvouń, Plt. 268; and Plut. De comm. not. 1065f (discussed 
below). 
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nurtured*° by a common?! law.*? Zeno wrote this, picturing as it were a 
dream or image of a philosopher's well-regulated regime.*” (De virt. Alex. 
329a—b = SVF 1.262) 


Zeno’s injunction that there should be one way of life and order, nur- 
tured as it were by a common law (nomos koinos), clearly alludes to 
the Stoic theory that the human telos is to live in rational consistency 
with nature.** Since Zeno is attested to have identified the koinos 
nomos or orthos logos as the canon or standard that human beings fol- 
low in living according to nature,*” we may safely assume that the “one 
way of life and order” which Zeno advocates in the passage from Plu- 
tarch just quoted accords with natural law as understood in this early 
Stoic theory.*° 

Let us begin our exegesis of this passage with a problem concerning 
the citizen body of the best regime: Plutarch states that we should re- 
gard “all human beings” as our fellow citizens, and this text has become 
the principal document in the dossier of those who see Zeno as advo- 
cating a universal world-state.*’ It is hard to reconcile this view, how- 


“ouvtpepetar, Leg. 752c; echoed in the tpody and tpoddc of Plt. 268a, c; 276d. 

*'Koinos here means common not to all mankind but rather to those who perfectly em- 
body human nature: so Chrysippus in his On Ends (D. L. 7.87) identifies koinos nomos 
with right reason, in his theory possessed only by the sage; Cleanthes in his Hymn to 
Zeus states that the wicked do not follow the koinos nomos (SVF 1.53'7.24). Hence koinos 
is to be understood as “general” or “basic” rather than “universally shared.” That this 
is its sense in early Stoic epistemological contexts is argued by D. Obbink, “What All 
Men Believe—Must Be True: Common Conceptions and consensio omnium in Aristotle 
and Hellenistic Philosophy,” OSAP 10 (1992): 193-231, who shows that the doctrine of 
kowai Evvovae was originally quite independent of the consensus argument, with which it 
is often conflated in the doxography. But Zeno may also characterize law as “common” 
here in agreement with Plato Laws 875a that the true art of politics must care for the 
common rather than private interest: what Zeno thinks that might entail is taken up in 
section 4 below. 

42The Athenian Stranger similarly plays on nomos in the sense of “pasturing” in crit- 
icizing the Cretan regime for keeping its young “like colts grazing in a herd” (Leg. 666e; 
see also Minos 317d—318a): Zeno’s appropriation of the herd image to characterize his 
“one way of life and order” may thus be a rejoinder to Plato’s criticism of the analogy. 

For the adaptation of Platonic language here, see section 2 below. 

*4Schofield (above, note 14), pp. 104-11, attempts to impugn the credibility of this 
text, but with no more success than the predecessors refuted by Baldry (above, note 19), 
pp. 12—13, and Erskine (above, note 19), pp. 18—22, as argued in the preceding notes. 

4°See Cic. Nat. d. 1.36, quoted above in note 8. 

4°In my view Zeno, Cleanthes, and Chrysippus all shared a consistent and mutually 
reinforcing doctrine of natural law, so that—in the absence of countervailing evidence, 
and with due caution—we may draw upon Chrysippus and Cleanthes to aid in the in- 
terpretation of the Republic. The evidence that supports this assumption is set forth in 
my forthcoming book, cited above, note 1. 

47 Against this thesis of W. W. Tarn’s (Alexander, Cynics, and Stoics,” AJP 60 [1939]: 
41—70; Alexander the Great {Cambridge, 1940]), see the compelling replies of M. Fisch 
(“Alexander and the Stoics,” AJP 58 [1937]: 59—82, 129-51) and E. Badian (“Alexander 
the Great and the Unity of Mankind,” Historia 7 [1958]: 425-44). 
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ever, with other evidence that clearly restricts citizenship in this re- 
gime to Stoic sages. Zeno’s statements that only omovdator are citizens 
(D. L. 7.32—33; cf. 7.121-22) and that there should be a community of 
women among sages (D. L. 7.33, 131) are otherwise difficult to explain, 
given that his regime admits no distinctions of social class. If virtue is 
the sole criterion for ties of kinship, friendship, and citizenship (D. L. 
7.122—-24), and if the sage acts rightly in everything he does, all non- 
sages wrongly in everything (Arius 113.18—23 = SVF 3.529), then it is 
clear that the sage alone is capable of living in a community governed 
by the common law.*® Moreover, if Zeno agreed with Chrysippus in 
holding that natural law prescribes virtuous actions, the katorthémata 
that only sages are capable of performing (see above, note 12), then he 
would have every motivation to find the vast majority of humankind 
incapable of living in accordance with the koinos nomos.*° Just as citi- 
zenship in the best regime extends only to sages, so does the capacity to 
live in accordance with the koinos nomos.°° In view of such consider- 
ations, Plutarch’s “all human beings” is best understood to refer to 
_those capable of living according to the common law—that is, to all 
wise human beings.”! 


4*Similar reasoning applies to the sage’s singular knowledge of good and evil, which 
makes him alone fit to rule—as Chrysippus wrote in vindicating Zeno’s use of the term 
“king” to designate the sage who has the freedom and capacity for independent action. 
For the classification of the forms of rule in Diogenes Laertius 7.121—22, see Erskine 
(above, note 19). If I am right in suggesting that Zeno’s polity depicts the way of life of 
the megalopolis, which admits only gods and sages to its membership, then there is addi- 
tional reason to suppose that he restricted citizenship in his polity to sages. 

*? Although we have no explicit evidence concerning how Zeno conceived of the moral 
content of natural law's prescriptions, the motivation of his polity of sages emerges much 
more clearly if we take him to agree with Chrysippus on this point. Zeno holds that 
the sage acts rightly in everything he does, everyone else wrongly (Arius 113.18-23 = 
SVF 3.529): hence he is unlikely to have held nonsages capable of participating in the 
koinos nomos. 

“In his account of the rule of sages during the saeculum aureum (Sen. Ep. go = Posi- 


donius fr. 284 Edelstein and Kidd; cf. I. G. Kidd’s Commentary (Cambridge, 1988], 2:960- 


71), Posidonius appears to provide an interesting adaptation of Zenonian ideas in 
explaining the genealogy of law: the first human beings and their uncorrupted followers 
followed one man—the sapiens—as leader and law (“primi mortalium . . . eundum habebant 
el ducem et legem,” Ep. 90.4); only when vice arose, bringing with it tyranny, did there arise 
a need for positive laws, which originally were framed by sapientes. 

*IThis follows a suggestion of O. Murray, CR 80 (1966): 368; cf. Baldry (above, note 
19), pp. 6—7; Rist (above, note 9), pp. 64—65; Erskine (above, note 19), p. 20 (who sug- 
gests that Polybius 6.56.10 may refer to Zeno’s Republic); the contrary arguments of 
Moles (above, note 27), do not seem to me persuasive. Note that Plutarch identifies “all” 
as the morally good at De virtute Alexandri 329c. It has recently been proposed that “in 
restricting ‘citizenship’ to the wise (D. L. 7.33), Zeno meant simply that only they would 
actively govern; any number of others, though excluded from political office as ‘inferi- 
ors’, would still be members of society” (S. A. White, JHP 30 [1992]: 295), but there is no 
evidence that Zeno admitted distinctions of class in his best regime; to the contrary, the 
“one way of life and order” he advocates effectively abolishes any ruling class. 
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This interpretation also has the advantage of easily accounting for 
the Zenonian doctrines that attracted hostile criticism in antiquity. 
Most of our evidence for the controversy generated by the Republic 
dates from the first century B.c., when Philodemus undertook in his De 
Stoicis to refute Stoic attempts to explain or explain away Zeno’s appar- 
ent advocacy of various Cynic doctrines.®” But it is likely that these con- 
troversies go back to the earliest period of the Stoa, for Chrysippus in 
his On Republic seems to have undertaken a comprehensive defense of 
these Cynic doctrines.”* 

Zeno’s critics appear to have taken proposals he advanced for his pol- 
ity of sages and applied them to the case of ordinary human beings. 
Take for example the information provided in our most extensive re- 
port concerning the Republic, Cassius the skeptic’s denunciation of Zeno 
preserved in Diogenes Laertius 7.32—34: (1) Zeno begins the Republic 
by rejecting the educational curriculum (engkyklion paideian) as use- 
less;°* (2) he declares all who are not morally good (spoudaio1)—even 
family members—foes, enemies, slaves, and aliens;”” (3) he presents 
only the morally good as citizens, friends, relations, and free men;°° 
(4) he advocates the community of women (among sages: D. L. 7. 131); 
(5) he prohibits the building of temples, law courts, and gymnasia;”® 
(6) he abolishes currency;”” finally, (7) he orders men and women to 
wear the same clothes and to keep no part of their body completely 
covered (D. L. 7.32—34).°° This litany of criticism is not surprising 


52Schofield (above, note 14), pp. 20—21, conjectures that Cassius the skeptic compiled 
his attack on Zeno during the same period. 

53For instance, his On Republic defended the community of women (D. L. 7.121) and 
incest (D. L. 7.188); his defense of cannibalism (SVF 3.474-52) is also well attested. He 
praised Diogenes the Cynic for masturbating in public while saying to bystanders: 
“Would that I could rub hunger out of my belly in this way” (Plut. De Stotc. repugn. 
1044b = SVF 3.706), and quoted him on the uselessness of weapons (ap. Philod. De 
Stoic., cols. 15.31—16.4). 

54For the Cynic antecedent, see D. L. 6.73, 103—4, with Mansfeld (above, note 19), pp. 
328-51. Chrysippus appears not to follow Zeno on this point (D. L. 7.129 = SVF 3.738; 
cf. Arius 67.5—12 = SVF 3.294), but see below, note 61. B 

55There is good Cynic precedent for this in Antisthenes’ claims that only the spoudatoi 
are friends (D. L. 6.12, quoting Diocles). 

56See D. L. 6.12. l 

57Diogenes the Cynic advocated that women be held in common (D. L. 6.72), a view 
that Chrysippus also endorsed (D. L. 7.131). The Platonic antecedent is discussed below. 

58This appears to be an anti-Platonic provision, for Plato in the Laws makes specific 
provision for temples (758a, 771a, 778b—c), law courts (766d, 778d), and gymnasia 
(778)—as Dyroff (above, note 19), p. 210, pointed out. 

59This too specifically contradicts the Laws (742a—b; cf. Rep. 371b, 41'7a—b), but it may 
also have a cynic antecedent in Diogenes the Cynic’s injunction “Deface the coinage 
(D. L. 6.20—21, 71), on which see now SSR, 4:423-33- 

69Cf, Philod. De Stoic., col. 19.12-14. These rules on dress reflect Cynic practice 
(e.g., the case of Crates’ wife Hipparchia: D. L. 6.97) as well as Plato’s Republic (452a—b, 
457 a-b), both discussed in section 4 below. Schofield (above, note 14), pp. 3—21, has 
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if Zeno’s proposals are taken to apply to ordinary human life. But it is 
easily answered once one recognizes that these proposals rather relate 
to a community of sages. As regards (1), the sage certainly finds the 
traditional educational curriculum useless, promoting as it does ends 
that accord not with nature but with the conventions of ordinary po- 
litical communities.®! As for (2) and (3), it is a well-known Stoic doctrine 
that only sages are genuinely free, everyone else (pavAov) being inca- 
pable of independent action (avtompayta) and therefore slaves; they 
are the only true kings, because they alone have “knowledge of good 
and evil” (D. L. '7.121—22); they alone are friends, holding everything 
in common, on account of their likeness to one another (D. L. 7.124). 
The rest (4—7) represent examples—to which we will return in section 
4—of Zeno’s attempt to abolish all merely conventional features of civic 
life, as required by his injunction that we live according to natural law, 
undivided by the conventions of ordinary communities. In each of 
these cases, it is the sage’s right reason, enabling him to attain man’s 
natural end of living in rational consistency with nature, that confers 
upon him citizenship in Zeno’s best regime. 

Cassius’ report makes clear that the “one way of life and order” of 
Zeno’s polity of the wise presupposes the abolition of the conventional 
distinctions upon which ordinary political life relies. What then does 
Zeno propose to put in place of these distinctions? One striking and 
apparently paradoxical feature of his polity is that it appears to admit 
no code of positive laws, no rulers, and no class distinctions. The only 


recently argued (following C. Wachsmuth, “Stichometrisches und Bibliothekarisches,” 
RhM 34 [1879]: 38-51 at pp. 39-42; Mansfeld [above, note 19], pp. 344-46) that 
Diogenes Laertius 7.32—34 and the criticism of Chrysippus at 7.187—89 derive from 
Cassius as a common source, and he offers an elaborate hypothesis concerning Cassius’ 
project in an attempt to defend the MSS åvtiteð fva (were set in opposition) rather than 
Richards’ emendation &vate@ va (were replaced) at 7.34. My reservations are the fol- 
lowing: (1) there is no evidence that the text on which Schofield relies to reconstruct a 
Pyrrhonist antithesis, Sextus Empiricus Outlines of Pyrrhonism 3.245-48 = Against the Pro- 
fessors 11.189—94, derives from Cassius; (2) of the six topics on which Schofield attempts 
to find antithetical conflict, he finds none in two, and I find none of the other four com- 
pelling (e.g., Zeno’s abolition of coinage in his polity of sages need not conflict with 
Chrysippus’ enquiry into ways of making money in ordinary communities)—see also B. 
Inwood, Bryn Mawr Classical Review 3.2 (1992): 208-13; (3) in the context of Atheno- 
dorus’ deletion of passages criticized by the Stoics, the proposed emendation at 7.34 
makes much better sense of the passage than the MSS reading; (4) there is no hint of 
antithetical opposition within 7.32—34 or 7.187—8g, so we would have to suppose that 
Diogenes (or his source) detached Zeno’s doctrines from their antithetical context—yet 
Diogenes’ very point in retailing this information is to convey what Zeno’s critics said. 
Schofield’s hypothesis that Diogenes based his report at 7.32—34 on a Pyrrhonist antith- 
esis thus seems to me implausible and poorly supported. 

*'Zeno’s doctrine would be consistent with Chrysippus’ endorsement of engkyklia 
mathemata (D. L. 7.129 = SVF 3.738) if we took the latter’s statement to refer to 
moral progressors. 
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law in force in Zeno’s polity is to act in rational consistency with nature, 
in accordance with the common law (koinos nomos) in which human be- 
ings share in virtue of their natural capacity to act in accordance with 
right reason and divine providence. This law presupposes the abolition 
of the laws and customs of actual Greek cities; yet it appears not to re- 
place them with anything. Why does a regime governed according to 
natural law admit no code of positive legislation? 

The distinctive features of the early Stoic theory of natural law 
sketched at the outset help to disarm this apparent paradox. If Zeno’s 
understanding of koinos nomos is consistent with that of Cleanthes (SVF 
1.537-24) and Chrysippus (D. L. 7.87—88; SVF 3.314, 520)—and we 
have no reason to doubt their doctrinal consistency on this point—then 
the nomos that nurtures human beings who seek to live in accordance 
with Zeno’s “one way of life and order” is identical with the sage’s right 
reason, which enables him to act infallibly in rational consistency with 
nature. This law has three features that are especially relevant here: 
(1) it is constituted by the sage’s rational disposition, not by a code of 
rules or legislation; (2) it prescribes katorthomata, actions whose moral 
correctness is guaranteed by the disposition with which they are per- 
formed; and (3) its prescription is sufficient to ensure the agent’s attain- 
ment of his natural end, namely, “living consistently” or “consistently 
with nature.”°? 

These features of Stoic natural law together explain why Zeno’s pol- 
ity of sages admits no code of positive legislation. Not only does posi- 
tive law have no place within the framework of the first feature, a dis- 
positional rather than rule-following model of natural law,” but the 
second ensures that there is no need in Stoic theory for a positive code 
of law, or for a judiciary applying and interpreting it, to correct the 
generality of law in the name of equity and so to guarantee moral cor- 
rectness or justice in particular circumstances.°* The prescriptions of 
Stoic natural law, katorthémata, represent the sage’s application of his 
rational disposition to the moral demands of particular circumstances: 
they are actions that are reasonable in the circumstances in which they 
are performed, and they are performed by agents whose moral moti- 


621 ike most recent commentators, I take these two formulations of the end attested 
for Zeno (Arius 75.11—76.8, 77.16—27; D. L. 7.87), as well as the formulations of his 
immediate successors, as consistent and mutually reinforcing attempts to express a 
single doctrine. 

*8Contrast, for example, the place of positive or human law in Aquinas’ theory of nat- 
ural law (Summa theologiae 1.11, q. 94). 

645 opposed, for instance, to Platonic and Aristotelian teachings that insist that a wise 
statesman is necessary to correct law’s generality for the sake of equity. It is only at a later 
period in the Stoa, when law comes to be treated in relation to inferior regimes, that 
equity features in Stoic discussions of justice: see Erskine (above, note 19), pp. 152-53- 
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vation is always correct. Thus, in specifying the intensional rather than 
the extensional features of virtuous actions, the Stoic theory has no 
need to bridge the gap that emerges, for example, in competing nat- 
ural right theories such as Plato’s or Aristotle’s, between law’s general- 
ity and the contingent particularity of moral action. Finally, as regards 
the third feature, the sufficiency of natural law for happiness ensures 
that the absence of a place for a code of positive law in the Stoic theory 
of natural law is not accidental: if natural law provides comprehensive 
guidance in obtaining man’s natural end, there is no constructive func- 
tion such a law code could perform. 

The peculiar institutional features of Zeno’s best regime follow di- 
rectly from this conception of natural law. Since all its citizens are 
sages, there is no need of social classes, rulers, or judicial institutions to 
enforce correct conduct. Nor is there need of regulations to govern the 
treatment of property: the sages’ friendship, made possible by their 
unique virtue and similarity to one another, enables them to hold every- 
thing in common, and so eliminates the causes of internal dissension 
that divide ordinary political communities;® and, in any case, knowl- 
edge alone legitimates property rights (D. L. 7.125), so that conven- 
tional regulations would prove not merely superfluous but contrary to 
nature. The citizens’ knowledge of natural law ensures that they will 
infallibly act rationally, consistently, and harmoniously in accordance 
with nature in all particular circumstances, without any external con- 
straint or direction, undivided by the differing principles of justice that 
divide ordinary political communities. Since they can regard all of 
their fellow citizens as sages, they have no need of merely conventional, 
hence arbitrary, distinctions that have no foundation in natural law, 
such as status based upon birth and citizenship or private property. A 
positive code of law—whose generality would in any case require jus- 
tified exception in special circumstances®’—could serve no useful pur- 


63D, L. 7.124. This text does not specifically cite the Republic, but it appears to be con- 
sistent with Athenaeus’ report (561c = SVF 1.263) that Eros is a god who brings about 
friendship, freedom, and concord (ópóvora); in any case, it reports a subject, namely, the 
relation between friendship and community of property among sages, that will certainly 
have figured in Zeno’s book (taking him to show how his polity can meet the conditions 
the Athenian Stranger stipulates for the best regime: see section 4 below). 

°° Homonoia as a fundamental feature of Zeno’s regime is attested by Athenaeus’ report 
about Eros (561c = SVF 1.263), and it is defined by later Stoics as a “knowledge of com- 
mon goods” (see Arius 93.19—94.6, 106.12—17, 108.15-—18). Chrysippus wrote On Con- 
cord, in which he defended Zeno’s usage of “free” and “slave” (see Ath. 267b; D. L. 
7.121): these terms feature in Zeno’s Republic, and tt is likely that Chrysippus undertook 
to explain in this work the relationship between moral freedom and homonoia. For Zeno’s 
Platonic precedent, see, for instance, Rep. 431d—432a. 

°7Hence the doctrine that the sage will violate even the most widely held moral pro- 
hibitions (e.g., against cannibalism) in order to act in rational consistency with nature 
(D. L. 7.125; Plut. De Stoic. repugn. 1038a): see section 4 below. 
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pose in a community whose citizens infallibly choose the correct course 
of action in all circumstances. 


2. The Intention of Zeno’s Best Regime 


Now that we have seen that the theory of natural law accounts for 
some of the peculiar social and institutional features of Zeno’s best re- 
gime, let us consider how this theory represents an attempted improve- 
ment over Plato’s teaching in the Republic. Our first question is this: 
What was Zeno’s intention in offering an account of the way of life of 
a regime whose citizenship is restricted to sages? It is not at all clear 
what relevance this account is supposed to bear to ordinary political 
life. Since Zeno’s regime excludes the vast majority of humankind from 
its citizenship, and since natural law cannot be codified in moral rules 
or positive legislation to guide nonsages, the way of life Zeno depicts 
cannot be reproduced elsewhere, in any citizen body not composed en- 
tirely of sages. And if the sage is in fact as rare as the Ethiopians’ phoe- 
nix, with only one or two known examples,®? then Zeno’s polity is not 
one that could ever be realized in deed. 

A plausible interpretation of Zeno’s intention emerges, I suggest, if 
we consider it in light of Plato’s best “city in speech” to which it is a 
response. Socrates’ avowed purpose in constructing the regime ruled 
by philosopher-kings is to provide a “pattern laid up in heaven” (Rep. 
5Q2a—b; cf. 472c—e; Leg. 7o2a—b; Cic. Rep. 2.52) by seeing which one 
can found such a regime within one’s soul.? This regime exemplifies 
the way of life that accords with natural justice, but it serves as a pat- 
tern for psychic justice—not as a political proposal that can be brought 
to realization in the absence of some “divine chance” (592a; cf. 499b—c, 
501e—502b; Leg. 711d—712a).’° I suggest that the status of Zeno’s pol- 


58 Alex. Aphr. De fato 199.14—22 = SVF 3.658; cf. Plut. De Stoic repugn. 1048e; De comm. 
not. 1076b—c; Sext. Emp. Math. 7.432—35; Diogenian. ap. Euseb. Praep. evang. 6.264b = 
SVF 3.668; Cic. Nat. d. 3.79. 

Recently M. F. Burnyeat has argued that Plato presents his “best city in speech” as 
a practical political teaching: see “The Practicability of Plato’s Ideally Just City,” in On 
Justice, ed. K. Boudouris (Athens, 1989), pp. 94-105; but, among many considerations, 
the “second-best” regime developed by the Athenian Stranger explicitly calls into ques- 
tion the practicability of the first regime, which presupposes a radical communism that 
the Athenian Stranger repeatedly indicates is contrary to human nature (cf. Leg. 739¢, 
740a, 773b); in addition Burnyeat does not consider the evidence within the Republic 
(e.g., 592a—b), which suggests that its practical realization is not Socrates’ concern. 

°For this interpretation of the Republic, see, for instance, L. Strauss, The City and Man 
(Chicago, 1964), pp. 50—138, esp. pp. 121-28; D. Clay, “Reading the Republic,” in Platonic 
Writings/Platonic Readings, ed. C. Griswold (London, 1988), pp. 19-33, 269-72; for the 
support Aristotle gives this reading: P. A. Vander Waerdt, “Kingship and Philosophy in 
Aristotle’s Best Regime,” Phronesis 30 (1985): 249-73. 
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ity of the wise is similar: that Zeno characterized his polity as “a dream 
or image” because it was intended to clarify the conditions, however 
unlikely or impossible, that would have to obtain in order to secure the 
realization of a way of life that accords with natural law.’' In support 
of this, I suggest that the polity Zeno depicts in his Republic is none 
other than the megalopolis—the community of gods and sages, founded 
in rationality, that exemplifies the way of life that accords with natu- 
ral law. 

What I propose, in other words, is that we consider Zeno’s polity in 
light of the distinction, accepted by Stoics of all periods, between the 
two communities into which human beings are born—the natural and 
the conventional’. As Seneca puts it, “one, which is great and truly 
common, embracing gods and men, in which we look neither to this 
corner nor to that but measure the boundaries of our city by the sun;”* 
the other, the one to which we have been assigned by the accident of 
our birth.”’* Although our sources for the Stoic distinction between 
man’s two communities are principally late and doxographical, there is 
every reason to suppose that it goes back to Zeno. For Chrysippus, in 
his On Nature 3, argues that “the cosmos of the wise is one, its citizen- 
ship being held by gods and human beings together,””° and Cleanthes’ 
praise of the koinos nomos in his Hymn to Zeus (ap. Stob. Ecl. 1.1.12 = 
SVF 1.537) also presupposes that man participates in community with 
the gods through his rationality. These parallel treatments by Chrysip- 
pus and Cleanthes have led to the “irresistible conjecture” that these 
authors “sought to develop an original Zenonian treatment of these 


“'That Plutarch’s language at De virtute Alexandri 329b reflects Zeno’s own is sup- 
ported not only by the numerous parallels in the latter’s Platonic target but also by Philo- 
demus’ dduvatotcs tmoeoetc (De Stoic., col. 12.9). 

For the Stoic doctrine of the natural community of gods and human beings, in which 
the latter share by virtue of their rationality, see, in addition to Chrysippus De natura 3, 
quoted in the text, Diogenes of Babylon, SVF 3.117 (on pp. 241-42); Arius ap. Euseb. 
Praep. evang. 15.15.3~-5 = SVF 2.528 and ap. Stob. Ecl. 2.103.1 1—23, quoting Cleanthes; 
Sen. De otio 4.1; Cic. Nat. d. 2.78—79, 153-55; Plut. De comm. not. 1065f; Dio Chrys. Or. 
36.20—25; M. Aurelius Med. (e.g., 8.2). Some of these later texts take human rationality, 
rather than the perfected rationality of the sage, as the criterion for membership in the 
megalopolis, but. De natura 3 makes clear that Chrysippus took the latter view. 

*This formulation is consistent with Zeno’s injunction that we regard all human be- 
ings as our fellow citizens (Plut. De virt. Alex. 32ga—b). . 

4Sen. De otio 4.1:1 “duas res publicas amino complectamur, alterm magnam et vere 
publicam qua di atque homines continentur, in qua non ad hunc angulum respicimus aut 
ad illum sed terminos civitatis nostrae cum sole metimur, alteram cui nos adscripsit 
condicio nascendi.” Seneca goes on to characterize service to the first community by en- 
quiring into such questions as what virtue is, whether it is one or many, whether our 
world is unique, and so on. 

75Chrysippus De nat. 3 ap. Philod. De pietate, col. 7.21—27 (text in A. Henrichs, “Die 
Kritik der stoischen Theologie im P. Herc. 1428,” CErc 4 [1974]: 18). 
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themes.””© Aristocles’ account of Zeno’s cosmology (ap. Euseb. Praep. 
evang. 15.816d = SVF 1.98), which develops an analogy between the 
causal nexus of fate that orders the cosmos and a well-ordered politi- 
cal regime, provides some independent evidence to support this con- 
jecture. 

If we now consider Zeno’s project in the Republic in light of this dis- 
tinction between man’s two communities, it seems clear that the “one 
way of life and order” he there advocates corresponds to the megalop- 
olis. This natural community of gods and human beings is a regime that 
knows no boundaries and whose citizenship is determined by rational 
participation in the provident design of nature. A doxographical re- 
port by Arius Didymus makes the connection between natural law and 


the cosmic city explicit: 


ô kóouog Oiovei nóňig EoTiv Ek Bewv Kai åVOPÓTWV GUVEDTMOA,, TV LEV 
Ge@v tiv tyepoviav éxdvtwv, tov dé avOphnwv bnotetaypéevwv. KOLVW- 
viav S’ tmdpyew mpdcs GAAHAOVS Sia tò Adyou peTEXELV, OG EOTL HPUOEL 
vouoc: ta & ða návta yeyovevar tovUtwv Eveka. 


The world is like a city consisting of gods and men, with the gods serving 
as the rulers and men as their subjects. They are members of a community 
because of their participation in reason, which is natural law; and every- 
thing else is created for their sake. (ap. Euseb. Praep. evang. 15.15.3-5 = 
SVF 2.528) 


Arius does not refer to Zeno’s Republic in this passage, but a variety 
of considerations converge to show that this work is to be read in light 
of the doctrine here reported.’” There is first of all the Stoics’ position 
that the cosmos alone is properly a city, and that those on earth, though 
so called, are not really cities.’* Cleanthes, Chrysippus, and Diogenes 


76So Schofield (above, note 14), p. 81, failing to recognize that the admission that 
Zeno himself developed the doctrine of the cosmic city undermines his claim that it 
was Chrysippus who first grafted the theory of natural law onto the doctrine of the 
cosmic City. 

77The argument by which the Stoics move from the premise that gods and humans 
share rationality in common to the conclusion that they share right reason, hence law, in 
common is set out in Cicero (Nat. d. 2.78—79, 153-55; Leg. 1.23; cf. Plut. De comm. not. 
1065f). On the megalopolis, see also Philo (De Joseph. = SVF 3.323), who characterizes tt 
as using one regime and law—further evidence that the cosmic city is the community 
united by natural law. . l 

78See esp. Clem. Al. Strom. 4.26 = SVF 3.327 and Philod. De Stoic., col. 20.4—6, who 
reports that the Cynics and Stoics held that “we should not consider any of the cities or 
laws we know to be a city or law.” There may be a Cynic precedent in Diogenes’ position 
that the only correct regime is the one in the cosmos (D. L. 6.72; cf. SSR, 4:537—50 [Nota 
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of Babylon all maintain that only a group of morally good human be- 
ings united by natural law constitutes a true city.’? Diogenes explicitly 
states that “there is no nomos or polis among the &ppdvec” in contrast to 
the community of gods and sages.®? The early Stoics’ radical depreca- 
tion of existing political communities would appear to rule out the pos- 
sibility that Zeno’s best regime could belong to the second community, 
which has no natural status.*' Some reason for thinking that it specif- 
ically describes the megalopolis is provided by Plutarch’s use of the herd 
analogy in De virtute Alexandri 329a—b, an analogy that is strikingly par- 
alleled in his description (De comm. not. 1065f) of the cosmic city: he 
reports that Zeus fashioned the cosmos “as a town common to gods and 


human beings who are to graze together [ovvvounoópevov] with justice 


and virtue harmoniously and blissfully.” This text may well represent 
an unrecognized allusion to Zeno’s Republic: although not identical, the 
language and thought are entirely consistent with the report of De vir- 
tute Alexandri 32ga—b;®* the grazing image—rare in Stoic texts (see 
above, note 38), hence unlikely to have been fabricated by Plutarch— 
serves in both passages to characterize the way of life of those who live 
justly or in accordance with the koinos nomos; and the association of nat- 
ural law with the cosmic city, attested by Arius in the text quoted above, 
provides independent reason for supposing that this passage accu- 
rately specifies the membership of the “herd” grazing in Zeno’s polity 
of the wise. Such an interpretation is entirely consistent with our other 
evidence for early Stoic political thought. Since natural law enjoins the 
abolition of all conventional boundaries and distinctions, as Zeno stip- 
ulates in his Republic, no ordinary political regime can promote a way 


50], with literature on Cynic cosmopolitanism cited at p. 545. n.20; Schofield [above, 
note 14], pp. 143-45, argues inconclusively against the reliability of Diogenes Laertius 
6.72 with respect to its information about. Diogenes). 

Cf. Arius 103.11-23, quoting Cleanthes; Clem. Al. Strom. 4.26 = SVF 3.327; Dio 
Chrys. Or. 36.20-25; Diogenian. ap. Euseb. Praep. evang. 6.264b = SVF 3.324; D. L. 
7.122; Diogenes of Babylon, SVF 3.117, pp. 241—42 (see next note). 

°P Herc. 1506, col. 8 = Philod. De rhet. 2, p. 211 Sudhaus = SVF 3.117; for a new 
text and full discussion of this papyrus, see D. Obbink and P. A. Vander Waerdt, “Dio- 
genes of Babylon: The Stoic Sage in the City of Fools,” GRBS 32 (1991): 355—96. 

*!“By nature there is no fatherland,” says Ariston (Plut. De exil. 600e = SVF 1.371), 
“just as there is no house or cultivated field, smithy or doctor’s surgery; but each one of 
these comes to be so, or rather is so named and called, always in relation to the occupant 
and user.” 

“Thus dotv kowóv picks up eis kóopoç (asty, although unusual, does not provide 
grounds for objection to the credentials of this text: the Stoics use a variety of terms to 
refer to the cosmic city and often qualify their description with @oavet, quasi, “as it 
were”: see, for instance, Arius ap. Euseb. Praep. evang. 15.817.6; M. Aurelius Med. 4.3.2, 
4.4; Cic. Fin. 3.64; Nat. d. 2.78, 154); ®ewv kai dvOpaawv specifies the membership of 
the herd referred to in 32ga—b; petà kgs Kat &petys expresses vópw kow; Spod- 
oyaopévwe picks up the negative injunction not to live divided and of course features in 
Zeno’s definition of the end (Arius 75.11—76.8, 77.16—27; D. L. 7.87). 
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of life that accords with it. Only in the cosmic city may one become 
koouonroàitns (Philo De mundi opificio 142 = SVF 3.33'7)—a citizen of 
the cosmos who lives according to natural law, unfettered by the con- 
ventions of ordinary political communities.’ The Stoic must conduct 
his search for happiness, and for the attainment of his natural perfec- 
tion, in the first community in which he shares by virtue of his ratio- 
nality, and this is the community Zeno apparently undertook to 
describe in his Republic.** 

This is one reason why the early Stoic scholarchs take so little interest 
in questions that loom large in the political thought of the other heirs 
of Socrates, such as the relative merits of different forms of regime. 
There is in fact no evidence that any of the early scholarchs sought to 
promote any particular regime.” Cicero praises the early Stoics’ polit- 
ical writings for their keen insight but states that they are not intended 
for practical political use (“nam veteres verbo tenus acute illi quidem, 
sed non ad hunc usum popularem atque civilem de re publica disser- 
ebant,” Leg. 3.14). The absence of any early Stoic teaching on the forms 
of regime lends strong support to Cicero’s perception of a fundamental 
difference between the writings of the early scholarchs and of later Sto- 
ics, beginning with Diogenes of Babylon, who attempted to clarify the 
practical implications of the early scholarchs’ teachings. In seeking to 
construct a political philosophy that would be comparable to that of 
Plato and Aristotle in scope and intention, they shifted attention from 


*° There is of course good precedent for the doctrine of the sage as kosmopolités in Di- 
ogenes (see also Crates ap. D. L. 6.98), but Zeno’s incorporation of it into the megalopolis 
presumably goes much farther and marks a significant departure from Cynic thought. 
See also the evidence for later Stoic views set out in G. R. Stanton, “The Cosmopolitan 
Ideas of Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius,” Phronesis 13 (1968): 183-95. 

*4My suggestion that Zeno depicts the megalopolis as his model of this hypothetical re- 
gime helps to explain our evidence that Zeno spoke of a city or cities in his Republic (D. L. 
7.33; Ath. 561c) without having to gather all or most of the sages in the world together 
in a single place (hence the expedient sometimes adopted of transporting Zeno’s polity 
into some future golden age). The Stoic doctrine of the mutual benefits sages confer 
upon one another even when they are not together (see Plut. De Stoic. repugn. 1068f- 
106ga, 1076a—b; cf. Cherniss ad loc.) may well originate in an attempt to explain how the 
sages’ friendship and community may benefit them even though they are scattered 
throughout the inhabited world. 

85The report of Diogenes Laertius (7.131) that the Stoics advocate the mixed regime 
is best explained as referring to a later period in the school’s history, when the relative 
merits of different forms of regime were being debated (some evidence is collected in 
F. E. Devine, “Stoicism on the Best Regime,” JHI 31 [1970]: 323-36). Cicero De legibus 
3.13—16 provides sufficient evidence that the early scholarchs did not provide clear guid- 
ance in applying their theory of natural law to actual political communities. Chrysippus 
holds that we should attach ourselves not to just any regime but to the right one (Sen. De 
otio 8.1 = SVF 3.695; cf. Ep. 68.2)—but only the natural community of gods and human 
beings meets this requirement. 
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man’s first community to his second and adopted a very different atti- 
tude toward the second.*° For the early scholarchs, on the other hand, 
man’s first, natural community remained the center of attention. 

When we consider Zeno’s polity of the wise in light of this back- 
ground, there is good reason to suppose that his purpose in the Re- 
public is not to describe a political community whose practical realiza- 
tion he considers possible but rather the way of life that characterizes 
the first natural community, in which the wise share by virtue of their 
rationality. This interpretation has clear advantages. It enables us to 
preserve the link between natural law and the cosmic city that is an in- 
tegral part of our doxography.®” It takes account of the striking simi- 
larities between De virtute Alexandri 329a—b and De communibus notitiis 
contra Stoicos 1065f. It explains how Zeno undertook to found a com- 
munity that recognizes no merely conventional boundaries, as he en- 
joins in the Republic. Moreover, as a community that exists nowhere on 
earth, it might quite readily be characterized as “a dream or image of 
a philosopher’s well-regulated regime.” . 

If the foregoing suggestions are correct, then Zeno’s regime in pro- 
moting life in accordance with natural law prescribes conduct of which 
only members of the megalopolis, sages and gods, are capable. The way 
of life he describes, accordingly, is not intended—as his ancient critics 
presumed—to provide specific recommendations for existing regimes 
to imitate.** It would be pointless, after all, for such regimes to trans- 
form their way of life to adopt practices such as the abolition of cur- 
rency or the community of women, when their citizens are incapable of 
achieving the rational consistency and harmony that natural law re- 
quires. Thus the practical purpose of Zeno’s best regime—unlike Ar- 
istotle’s, for example—cannot be to provide a model that can ever be 
realized anywhere indeed. Its relevance to political life in the ordinary 
sense must be sought elsewhere. 


In the passage we quoted earlier, Plutarch states that Zeno’s Republic 
pictures “a dream or image of a philosopher’s well-regulated regime” 
(De virt. Alex. 329a—b). This language certainly supports our claim that 
Zeno’s polity is a hypothetical model of the truly just community. But 
Plutarch’s language also brings Plato to mind. When Socrates in Repub- 
lic 4 obtains Glaucon’s assent to this argument that justice both within 


“°See Vander Waerdt (above, note 19), esp. pp. 204—11. Erskine (above, note 19) offers 
a very different reconstruction of early Stoic political philosophy. 
_ Arius’ report (106.12—20) that every phaulos is at enmity with the gods—enmity be- 
ing defined as lack of harmony with the affairs of life—may well derive ultimately from 
an explanation of why nonsages cannot belong to the megalopolis. 

*8Pace Baldry (above, note 19), p. 5; Erskine (above, note 19), pp. 9-42. 
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the city and within the individual soul consists in the parts of each 
minding their own business, he says: “then that dream of ours has 
reached its perfect fulfillment” (443b).°” The dream to which he refers 
is the first part of the “noble lie” in book 3, in which Socrates attempts 
to persuade the citizens that the god fashioned the class distinctions 
between guardians, auxiliaries, and the farmers and craftsmen by mix- 
ing into their souls gold, silver, and iron and bronze respectively 
(414d—415b). His lie consists in attempting to persuade the citizens 
that “the rearing and education we gave them were like dreams”, in 
truth the god was fashioning them under the earth. Inasmuch as the 
noble lie is the origin both of the threefold class division and of the 
communism (the second part of the lie) of the guardian class, this 
dream is central to the foundation of Socrates’ best “city in speech” (cf. 
Leg. 663d—e).*° It would be entirely appropriate for Zeno, in offering 
his rival depiction of the way of life that accords with natural justice, to 
present his own polity—whose citizens live in common without the 
divisions of social class and legal compulsion—as likewise a “dream” 
whose realization depends upon on divine providence. Chrysippus’ at- 
tack (ap. Plut. De Stoic. repugn. 1041b—c = SVF 3.288) on the Platonic 
distinction between psychic and political justice provides independent 
evidence that the early Stoics took a particular interest in this aspect of 
the Platonic teaching. 

In any case, Zeno’s polity certainly resembles Plato’s in that it ap- 
pears to depict a hypothetical model of a regime the conditions for 
whose realization seem impossible. The purpose of his model may well 
be similar. As we saw earlier, Socrates and Glaucon eventually come 
to the conclusion in book 9 that it does not matter whether the best 
regime can actually come into being; it is rather a paradigm laid up 
in heaven for the man who wishes to found the just city within his 
own soul. Similarly, Zeno may have intended to provide a hypothetical 
model of the truly just life as a pattern for the man who wishes to live 
in rational consistency with nature. Such a hypothetical model might 
also serve to guide the wise in living out their lives happily in inferior 
regimes.?' There may be a trace of this Zenonian claim in later texts 
that specify how the actions of sages benefit one another even in cases 
in which they are not living in proximity to one another.” In that case, 
the depiction of the way of life of the natural community in which hu- 


89For the sense in which Socrates understands this dream, see 476c—d. 

For discussion, see C. Page, “The Truth about Lies in Plato’s Republic,” AP 11 
(1991): 1—33. 

9ICf. Chrysippus’ remarks on political participation cited below, note 113. 

92See Plut. De comm. not. 1068f—1069a (= SVF 3.627) with the further evidence as- 
sembled by Cherniss ad loc. 
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mans share by virtue of their rationality could provide a model of how 
the sage may live happily outside the megalopolis. 

If the foregoing suggestions are correct, we are now in a better po- 
sition to assess the controversy surrounding the status of Zeno’s best 
regime. Plutarch, in the context surrounding the passage quoted ear- 
lier, takes Zeno to have accomplished in words what Alexander accom- 
plished in deeds, and some modern scholars have supposed by this 
analogy that Zeno advocated a universal world-state.?? Such a view, of 
course, overlooks the basic difference between man’s first and second 


political communities, failing to recognize that Zeno’s polity of the wise 


belongs to the first. Once one sees that natural law gives man access to 
the true polity, the natural community he shares with the gods, it be- 
comes clear that Zeno’s purpose in the Republic is not to provide a 
model for a world-state, but to describe how an individual may attain 
his natural end and perfection in the true polity governed by natural 
law, even while living out his life in inferior regimes. 


3. Natural Law and Conventionalism 


It is time now to consider how Plato and Zeno set out to answer the 
conventionalist challenge in developing their teachings on natural jus- 
tice. I suggest that Zeno’s conception of natural law as identical with 
the sage’s right reason represents in part an attempt to draw out the 
implications of Plato’s own reasoning in answering this challenge in 
the Republic. More particularly, Zeno seeks to exploit his insight (put 
most succinctly at Statesman 294a—295e) that the very generality of law 
makes it fallible, and that in consequence its proper application always 
depends upon a wise statesman who can discern the just course of ac- 
tion even in exceptional circumstances.** If this is so, however, then 
such fallible laws cannot by themselves constitute an answer to the chal- 
lenge to show that justice is naturally choiceworthy, given that they al- 
ways admit of exception. The only infallibly correct law, by the Platonic 
Socrates’ own reasoning, is that laid down by a wise statesman in ap- 
plication of his right reason to a particular circumstance. Accordingly, 
in identifying natural law with the sage’s right reason, Zeno is merely 
making explicit the reasoning that Plato himself displays in seeking to 
answer the conventionalist challenge. In that case, his theory repre- 
sents an attempt, constructed in opposition to Plato in an effort to 


"See the studies cited above, note 47- 

%This point emerges with particular clarity in the Minos, where it is said that “law 
wishes to be the discovery of being” (315a; cf. 316b, 317d), and Minos is adduced as a 
lawgiver whose understanding of being enabled him to found unshakable laws (321b). 
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improve his view, to explain exactly how justice is founded in one’s 
rational nature, so providing the nonarbitrary standard necessary to 
answer the conventionalist challenge.” 

This challenge is put most powerfully by Glaucon and Adeimantus at 
the beginning of Republic 2. They hold that justice originates in a com- 
pact of advantage to refrain from mutual harm; but since its origin lies 
in human agreement, having no basis in man’s rational nature as such, 
they fear that man will violate it whenever it is possible and in his self- 
interest to do so. They confront Socrates with the case of two men, each 
of whom possesses Gyges’ ring—a just man who suffers from a repu- 
tation for injustice and an unjust man who reaps the benefits of a just 
reputation—and they demand that Socrates prove that the just life is 
superior independently of or even (in the former case) in spite of its 
rewards and consequences. 

Now an answer to this challenge does not obviously require one to 
identify the origin of justice through the construction of a political re- 
gime. But the strategy Socrates chooses in reply is to construct a series 
of cities in speech—the city of pigs, which is transformed by the intro- 
duction of unnecessary desires into the feverish city, which in turn is 
purged and transformed into the city ruled by the philosopher-king. 
The assumption on which this strategy rests is that justice within the 
city and the soul is exactly analogous, such that to identify where jus- 
tice originates in the city will enable one to discern its origin within the 
human soul.” His purpose in constructing the best city in speech is to 
provide a natural standard for the just life that will prove its superiority 
over the unjust life. 

The founding and maintenance of Socrates’ best regime relies upon 
its philosopher-guardians, whose educational program equips them 
with the knowledge that enables them to act infallibly in the city’s best 
interests. But in the course of founding his city, Socrates also lays down 
a great deal of positive legislation that serves to regulate all aspects of 
its way of life. Some of these laws—such as the provisions establishing 
the community of women and children (45’7b—d) and the festivals at 
which procreation may take place (459d—460b)—serve to establish the 
form of the regime itself, by regulating the class structure on which 
its way of life rests. But other laws cannot possibly be supposed to be 


°5See above, note 21. 

There is an important difference in the two argumentative strategies Socrates em- 
ploys here, well brought out by Clay (above, note 70), pp. 24—25. There is no evidence 
that Zeno sought to give an account of natural law either as part of a genetic account of 
the origin of the city or as a projection of such an account on the human soul (note 
Chrysippus’ rejection of the analogy between psychic and political justice, ap. Plut. De 
Stoic. repugn. 1041b—c). 
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foundational in this sense—so, for example, the law that while on a 
military campaign “no one whom he [the man of exceptional valor] 
wants to kiss be permitted to refuse, so that if a man happens to love 
someone, either male or female, he would be more eager to win the 
rewards of valor” (468b—c); or the law that the guardians are not to 
waste the property of Greek—as opposed to barbarian—opponents at 
war (471b—c; cf. Leg. 629d). Such laws seem intended to promote nat- 
ural justice as Socrates conceives it by abolishing conventional practices 
especially inimical to it. But they seem to establish other conventions 
that cannot be claimed invariably to accord with nature. Thus the code 
of positive law that Socrates lays down for his guardians encompasses 
much more than provisions to establish its class structure and educa- 
tional program. 

Socrates distinguishes between laws the guardians must obey and 
laws they are allowed to imitate at their own discretion without ex- 
plaining how to draw the lines of demarcation (458b—c). This pre- 
sents a difficulty that the Stoics, I suggest, are concerned to resolve. If 
the guardians are necessary in part to apply the laws properly (such as 
in the case of marriage regulations), and to make the exceptions to 
general practice necessary in particular cases, then Socrates’ code of 
positive legislation is not in itself a dictate of natural justice. It relies for 
its application and sanction on the knowledge of good and evil pos- 
sessed by the philosophers who are to rule this regime. Thus we cannot 
speak of any law or principle of natural justice independent of philo- 
sophic knowledge. 

If this is so, then we can see why Zeno chose to identify natural law— 
the common law in which human beings share by virtue of their ratio- 
nality—with the sage’s rational disposition, for the only prescriptions 
that may be said infallibly to accord with nature are those that repre- 
sent the application of his right reason to particular circumstances. In 
taking this step, Zeno could easily have supposed that he was simply 
making explicit and precise the reasoning Socrates himself displays in 
searching for natural justice in the Republic. 

The Platonic Socrates is well aware of the force of the argument that 
there is no provision of positive law that does not admit of exception in 
extreme or unusual cases.°’ He uses it to dispose both of Polemarchus’ 
definition of justice as giving to each what is owed (33 1e—334d) and of 


*7Similarly, Aristotle holds that all right is changeable (Eth. Nic. 1134b18—1135, a6; cf. 
ps.-Arist. Mag. mor. 1194b30—1195a8), apparently because there is no principle of justice 
that does not admit of exception in an extreme case; cf. Strauss (above, note 70), pp. 
157-63, who rejects both the Thomistic and Averoistic readings, and, for a challenging 
critique of Strauss’s position, J. M. Finnis, “Aristotle, Aquinas, and Moral Absolutes,” Ca- 
tholica: International Quarterly Selection 12 (Winter 1990): 7-15. 
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Thrasymachus' definition of it as the advantage of the stronger (338d— 
340c).”’ Yet the Platonic Socrates clearly holds that the just man whose 
soul is properly ordered is one who will not engage in acts of injustice; 
and when he makes this claim in book 4, he cites some of the same ex- 
amples (filching a deposit, thefts) that he used in book 1 to demon- 
strate that there are certain circumstances that require exception to 
positive laws or moral rules. His philosopher-guardian represents a 
ruler who (in accordance with Thrasymachus’ postulate) acts infallibly 
in accordance with the requirements of his art of ruling—though in his 
subjects’ interests rather than his own. 

My suggestion that the Stoics in identifying natural law with the 
sage’s right reason seek to make explicit Plato’s own reasoning in the 
Republic presupposes that in their view too there are no moral rules 
that do not admit of exception and hence cannot represent invariable 
or immutable principles of natural justice. And, in fact, the Stoics crit- 
icized Plato on precisely this point. In the book he wrote against Plato's 
teaching on natural justice, Chrysippus denounced him for holding 
(in the classification of goods that opens Republic 2, 357c)”” that health 
is good, arguing that justice and all the other virtues are annulled by 
this position (Plut. De Stoic. repugn. 1040d = SVF 3.157; cf. Cherniss ad 
loc.). The point of his objection is that virtue alone is good; hence no 
moral rule to the effect “pursue health as a good” can stand without 
exception. 

It is easy to see why the early Stoics take this view: they hold that 
providence has ordained the natural course of events down to the 
smallest detail, such that even events apparently contrary to our indi- 
vidual nature—as, in this case, illness—in fact accord with nature. As 
Chrysippus says in the first book of his On Nature, 


oOUtTW è THS TOV SAWV OlKOVOLAS MpOayOVONS, ÅVAYKALOV KATH TAVTHV, 
ÒG Gv Mov Eyomev, Eyer Yuas, eite Tapa þpúow tHv tdtav vooovvteEes 
eite nennpwuévo eite ypaupatiıkoi YEeyOVOTES Ň povorko. 


Since the organization of the universe as a whole proceeds in this way, it 
is necessarily in conformity with this organization that we are in whatever 
state we may be, whether contrary to our individual nature we are ill or 


lIt seems likely, in fact, that Socrates was accustomed to using this strategy as a 
regular feature of his practice as a moral educator, for in Memorabilia 4—a text that 
provides a paradigm case of the stages of Socratic moral teaching—Socrates deflates 
Euthydemus’ boast to be as just as any man by showing him that he is unable to identify 
certain actions as either invariably just or unjust. See Donald Morrison’s discussion in 
Chapter 7 of this volume. 

99Cf. Leg. 631c, 661a—d; Lysis 218e—219a; Grg. 452a—b, 504c. 
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are maimed or have become grammarians or musicians. (Plut. De Stoic. re- 
pugn. 1050a = SVF 2.937) 


The occasional divergence between the rational determinism of nature 
and man’s individual nature to which Chrysippus here refers ensures 
that there are no “natural laws” that by themselves guide us to virtue. 
While health, to continue our example, belongs to the class of naturally 
preferred things (D. L. 7.105—7) and hence is generally pursued as “ac- 
cording to nature,” it sometimes accords with nature’s provident design 
for us to be ill (cf. Chrysippus ap. Epictetus Diss. 2.6.9 = SVF 3.191); in 
such “special circumstances” illness is what is best for us, even though, 
in most cases, it is contrary to our individual natures. °° The unortho- 
dox Stoic Ariston, who held in opposition to Chrysippus that there is 
no class of preferred indifferents, provides an even clearer example 
(ap. Sext. Emp. Math. 11.64—67 = SVF 1.361): “If healthy men had to 
serve a tyrant and be destroyed for this reason, while the sick had to be 
released from service and, therewith also, from destruction, the sage 
would rather choose sickness in this circumstance than health.”!°! Thus, 
contrary to what Plato implies, health is not simply good; there is no 
moral rule of general validity “Act so as to be healthy,” because it re- 
quires the sage’s right reason to determine, in any given case, whether 
health or illness accords with nature. 

The doctrine of “special circumstances” provides the context in 
which to consider the place of cannibalism in Zeno’s Republic. Zeno’s 
critics took this practice—as well as incest, not specifically attested for 
the Republic but probably treated there'°2—to be recommendations to 
follow in ordinary practice. Yet Diogenes Laertius 7.121 (a passage that 
also quotes the Republic) states: “The sage will even taste of human 
flesh under stress of circumstances [kata meptotaotv].” I suggest that 
Zeno considered incest and cannibalism as test cases of moral prohibi- 
tions that might be thought to apply without exception. His argument 
in reply would be that there may indeed be certain “special circum- 
stances’”—namely, when there is a divergence between the common na- 
ture and the individual nature—in which these practices would accord 
with nature.'°* Thus he does not advocate incest or cannibalism but 


'°For Chrysippus’ account of the sense in which human illness comes about through 
nature, see Gell. NA 7.1.1-13 = SVF 2.1169—70. 

'°'This example is borrowed from Xenophon Memorabilia 4.2.32. 

'©2This conjecture is based on the apparent prominence of the test case of incest in the 
defense of Zeno’s views by Chrysippus in his On Republic (D. L. 7.188; see above, note 53). 

'8For the doctrine of special circumstances (nepiotatıká: D. L. 7.109), see G. Nebel, 
“Der Begriff des kathékon in der alten Stoa,” Philologus 70 (1935): 439—60 at pp. 457-58, 
with the qualifications noted by N. P. White, “Two Notes on Stoic Terminology,” AJP 99 
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merely insists that they do not constitute immutable moral prohibi- 
tions, hence exceptions to the principle that the sage’s right reason is 
circumstance-dependent. If this interpretation is correct, and the doc- 
trine of kathékonta kata peristasin represents Zeno’s way of integrating 
his Cynic training into his theory of natural law,'°* then we have clear 
evidence that the problem of how to construct a moral theory that 
takes full account of the absence of any invariable or exceptionless 
moral rules dates to the founding work of the Stoa.” 

If we now turn to consider how the early Stoics’ theory of natural law 
constitutes an answer to Glaucon’s challenge, we can easily see that it 
meets all of the requirements the Platonic Socrates himself accepted as 
standing in need of answer. Since the Stoics hold that virtue alone is 


(1978): 111-15. This class of kathékonta clearly goes back to the earliest stages of Sto- 
icism, as the citation from Zeno’s Republic at Diogenes Laertius 7.121 shows, and there- 
fore does not (as Nebel suggests) originate in Ariston’s controversy with Chrysippus over 
the usefulness of praecepta. Origen, Contra Celsum 4.45 = SVF 3.749 states that the Stoics 
considered incest a kathékon kata peristasin, offering as a hypothesis the case in which the 
human race has entirely perished except for a man and his daughter, whose duty it is to 
preserve the race. Debate over the status of kathékonta kata peristasin continued in the con- 
troversy, discussed above, over Zeno’s apparent endorsement of Cynic tenets in his Re- 
public. Posidonius devoted a section of his On Appropriate Action to Pert tou kata peristasin 
kathékontos, which Cicero was keen to see in composing his De officiis (see Att. 16.11; cf. 
4.8a.2). While none of our evidence explicitly concerned with kathékonta kata peristasin 
specifies what conditions must obtain to give rise to “special circumstances,” I propose 
that we link this class of kathékonta with the divergences between the common nature and 
human nature that Chrysippus (ap. Epictetus Diss. 2.6.9 = SVF 3.191) cites as grounds 
for overriding the preferred indifferent of health. This interpretation has the advantage 
of providing clear criteria for the appropriateness of this class. 

For Cynic precedent, see the report of Diogenes’ position on cannibalism in Dio- 
genes Laertius 6.72—73. It has been objected to me that the doctrine of kathékonta kata 
peristasin may have been formulated by later Stoics in an effort to explain away features 
of Zeno’s Republic that they found embarrassing. Certainly not all of our evidence re- 
stricts incest to “special circumstances”: so, for example, Sextus has preserved evidence 
that Zeno defended the relationship between Jocasta and Oedipus (Pyr. 3.205, 246; Math. 
11.191 = SVF 1.256), perhaps following the Cynic mock tragedy Oedipus, which is re- 
ported to have sanctioned incest; and Sextus also preserves evidence that Chrysippus 
treated incest as indifferent (Pyr. 1.160; 3.205, 246-48). Yet to say that incest is indiffer- 
ent is entirely compatible with restricting its appropriateness to special circumstances, 
while the case of Oedipus could well be adduced as a paradigm of a divergence between 
human and cosmic nature. The question of the sense in which Zeno meant to endorse 
the Cynic tenets he discusses became so disputed in school polemic that it is no surprise 
that later writers—especially skeptics like Sextus—suppress mention of the conditions 
restricting its appropriateness. 

'051t has been suggested to me that Zeno’s injunction against building temples of the 
gods (e.g., Plut. De Stoic. repugn. 1034b; other evidence in SVF 1.164—65) represents an 
exceptionless moral rule. Yet the Stoics’ participation in religious ritual cited by Plutarch 
suggests that they may have considered temples appropriate under certain circum- 
stances: once again, we should not assume that provisions suitable for a polity of sages 
are invariably appropriate in other cases. 


[ 302 ] Paul A. Vander Waerdt 


good, all other objects of choice being indifferent, they have no diffi- 
culty in satisfying the first demand, to show that justice is naturally 
good independently of its wages and consequences. They answer the 
second demand, to show that man is so constituted as to require justice 
to attain his natural perfection, by their normative account of man’s 
development as a rational animal (set out most fully in Cicero De finibus 
3.16—21).'°° This account explains how he gradually learns to perform 
kathékonta—including, of course, acts of justice—so perfecting his ca- 
pacity to act in accordance with nature, until his disposition finally is 
firmly fixed, his irrational impulses are transformed into rational ones, 
and his sole motivation is to act in accordance with the provident order 
of nature. On this theory one can become a sage only through re- 
peated, habitual acts of justice; and once one attains the knowledge of 
good and evil necessary to transform kathékonta into katorthémata, acts 
of justice will be a regular result of the sage’s integral virtue. Finally, as 
for the third demand, to show that other-regarding virtues have a nat- 
ural root in man’s constitution such that he can achieve happiness only 
by practicing them, the Stoic doctrine of Otketwoug provides a much 
clearer (not to say truer) basis than anything in Plato of why other- 
regarding virtue is an essential component of happiness and of how so- 
cial duties are rooted in man’s nature (cf. Cic. Off. 1.22).'°” Thus there 
is every reason to suppose that the Stoic theory, like Plato’s, is intended 
to answer the conventionalist challenge, and that in working out their 
position the Stoics sought to improve on Plato’s answers. 


4. The Institutional Arrangements of the Best Regime: 
Zeno versus Plato 


We are now in a position to consider how the social and institutional 
arrangements of Zeno’s polity attempt to improve upon those of Plato’s 
best regime. Zeno’s account of the way of life that accords with the koi- 
nos nomos appears to fulfill the fundamental Platonic principle that the 
things of friends be held common to the greatest extent possible (see 
esp. Leg. 739c—e). In sketching the institutional arrangements best 
suited to discharge this requirement in his polity of sages, Zeno under- 
takes to resolve difficulties in the Platonic account by rendering it more 
precise and consistent. I want to consider three examples to illustrate 


1060n Stoic doctrines of moral evolution, see Inwood (above, note 9), pp. 182-215; M. 
Frede, “The Stoic Doctrine of the Affections of the Soul,” in The Norms of Nature, ed. M. 
Schofield and G. Striker (Cambridge, 1986), pp. 93-1 10. 

'07The origins of the doctrine of social oikeiðsis are notoriously obscure, but I have ad- 
duced evidence in support of tracing it back to Zeno himself in “Hermarchus and the 
Epicurean Genealogy of Morals,” TAPA 118 (1988): 87—106 at pp. 104-6. 
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this point. My first suggestion is that in restricting citizenship to sages, 
thereby abolishing class differences, Zeno seeks to disarm the conflict 
of interest Plato’s philosopher-kings face in being compelled (contrary 
to the “one man, one job” principle, 3770b) to undertake two jobs—that 
of ruler as well as philosopher. 

The argument of Plato’s Republic culminates—in its “third wave”— 
when Glaucon once again demands to know whether it is possible for 
the just city to come into being. Socrates replies: the smallest change 
capable of bringing about its realization would be the conjunction of 
political power and philosophy—unless philosophers rule as kings or 
kings philosophize, there will be no rest from evils for cities nor for the 
human race (473c—e). This would require a radical change on the part 
of both cities and philosophers: the cities would have to become willing 
to accept the philosophers’ rule, and the philosophers would have to 
become willing to rule. The only way for Socrates to effect the latter 
is to compel the philosophers, unwilling and contrary to their own 
interest, to descend once again into the cave and submit to the necessity 
of ruling over the city (4qgb—c, 500d, 519c—520e, 521b, 539e—540b). 
When Glaucon objects that he does them an injustice by depriving them 
of the better life that is available to them, Socrates has recourse to the 
notion of justice as paying one’s debts that he had rejected in book 1: 
he argues that it is just for the philosophers to repay their debt to the 
city for nourishing their education by consenting to return to the cave 
(519d—520d; cf. 419a—421c; Leg. go3c—d). But, whether just or not, the 
very fact that the philosophers must be compelled to rule points up the 
fundamental difficulty (which Aristotle criticizes in Politics 1264b15— 
23) in Socrates’ attempt to secure the city’s happiness at the expense of 
its best class: it is entirely against the philosophers’ interest to rule, 
since the sole source of the philosophers’ happiness consists in the ac- 
tivity of philosophizing.'°® Even if a city could be persuaded to accept 
their rule, they would resist the return to the cave, which would destroy 
their happiness. Indeed, it would appear that the chief reason the just 
city cannot be realized in deed, that it serves as a “pattern laid up in 
heaven” for the person who wishes to found the just city within his own 
soul, is that the only person who is just, wise, and happy—the philos- 
opher—has no interest in ruling voluntarily. °° 


108Gazing upon the sun as they do, they believe that they dwell on the Isles of the 
Blessed (519c), and would rather undergo anything whatever than return to their former 
condition among the prisoners in the cave (516c—d; cf. 514b—515c); once they have seen 
the idea of the good they are unwilling to return to the human things, as their souls 
always yearn to spend their time above, in the sunlight (517b—d; cf. 500b—d, 592a—b)— 
one would pity the soul returned to the darkness of the cave from the light of the 
sun (518b). 

'9Cf. above, note 70. 


[ 304 ] Paul A. Vander Waerdt 


Now Zeno’s central objection to the Platonic paradox of the rule of 
the philosopher-kings cannot very well be its impossibility, given that 
his own polity has the same feature. But he may well have aimed to re- 
solve the problem to which Aristotle draws attention in his criticism in 
Politics 2: that in attempting to make the city as a whole happy Socrates 
destroys the happiness of the guardian class; that the city as a whole 
cannot be happy unless all or at least some of its parts are happy; and 
that if the guardians are not happy, no one else will be, certainly not 
the artisans or multitude (1264b15—23; cf. 1329a22—24). In other words, 
in sacrificing the happiness of his philosophers to the necessity of rul- 
ing, Plato founds a regime none of whose citizens are happy. 

If we consider why Zeno restricted membership in his polity to sages, 
we can now see that he may have done so in an attempt to resolve this 
Platonic paradox.''® The problem of motivating the wise to rule thereby 
does not even arise,''' because Zeno’s polity has no distinctions of so- 
cial class and a citizen body that has no need of rulers or of the com- 
pulsion of positive law to enforce correct conduct. Zeno could well have 
held that such a position is required by the Platonic “one man, one job” 
principle: if the necessity of ruling and guarding the city against inter- 
nal and external enemies conflicts with this central Platonic tenet, then 
one way of resolving the dilemma is to remove the necessity of ruling 
by restricting citizenship to those who live in accordance with the koinos 
nomos and have no need of being ruled. This solution also has the ad- 
vantage of making possible a community of friends that may genuinely 
hold its possessions in common without resorting to the distinctions of 
class that Plato admits and. that leads him to admit private property 
outside of the guardian class. Zeno’s restriction of citizenship in his best 
regime to sages thus may represent an anti-Platonic rejoinder intended 
to resolve a dilemma at the heart of Plato’s teaching on natural justice. 

Moreover, if the question of ruling were to arise (e.g., for the sage 
who lives in an inferior regime), the Stoics face none of Plato’s diffi- 
culties in explaining why the sage would take part in politics. Chrysip- 
pus in particular explicitly rejects the view that philosophers should 


"The Stoics do of course agree with Plato that only the wise are fit to rule, because 
“a ruler must have knowledge of what is good and evil, and no inferior man has this” 
(D. L. 7.121—22). In restricting the citizen body of his best regime to sages, Zeno also 
renders moot the difficulties (emphasized by Aristotle in Politics 2) that arise from the 
fact that only Plato’s guardian class practices communism and community of women: 
Zeno’s citizens are able to live as friends holding everything in common (D. L. 7.124; 
cf. 33) without excluding some citizens in the regime from sharing in this way of life. 

'!"Zeno in fact objects to the very notion of the compulsion of philosophers; he says: 
“Someone could sooner immerse a bladder filled with air than compel any morally good 
man against his will to do anything he does not want” (ap. Philo Quod omnis probus liber sit 
97 = SVF 1.218); hence the Stoic objection to Plato’s dictum that the philosophers, being 
absorbed in the pursuit of truth, would rule only under compulsion (Cic. Off. 1.28). 
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particularly follow the scholarly life (Plut. De Stoic. repugn. 1033c— 
d = SVF 3.702), suggesting that such a life, properly understood, 
would be dedicated to hedonism.''* It is easy to see why Chrysippus 
took this position. Since virtue consists partly in rational consistency 
with one’s nature, and since one’s nature is social as well as rational, 
even the sage must discharge the social kathékonta if he is to remain con- 
sistent with himself and his surroundings (SVF 3.6g4—700; cf. Arius 
109.14—20). The external appearance of his actions, after all, does not 
differ from that of the conventionally virtuous man: what differs is the 
rational disposition with which he performs all his actions.''* Thus 
Zeno faces none of Plato’s problems in explaining why his sages would 
engage in such political activity as might be necessary. 

This brings us to a second way in which Zeno may seek to improve 
upon the way of life of Plato’s best regime. Zeno appears to hold that 
Plato radically misconstrues the conditions necessary for the realiza- 
tion of natural justice. This regime, after all, originates in an act of in- 
justice: when the city of pigs is transformed by the introduction of 
unnecessary desires into the feverish city, one of its first acts is the con- 
quest of its neighbors’ land in order to provide for excess produc- 
tion (373d—e). Moreover, it does not distinguish friends from enemies 
strictly on the basis of virtue, but on the purely arbitrary ground of 
birth and citizenship. Socrates holds that there is a natural difference 
in the treatment due to barbarians as distinguished from fellow Greeks: 
the former are “enemies by nature,” while the latter are “by nature 
friends”; accordingly, Socrates objects to the enslavement of the latter 
but not of the former (46gb—471b).''° 


112Cherniss ad 1033d (p. 417 n. 3) refers this passage to the Epicureans and Peripa- 
tetics, but there seems to be no reason to exclude Plato as a target here. l 

''3Chrysippus’ interest in this subject is well attested by his On Lives (testimonia col- 
lected by von Arnim, SVF 3.194), in which he considered inter alia the three preferred 
ways of making a living—association with kings, participation in politics, cogvoteta (see 
esp. Plut. De Stoic. repugn. 1043b—c = SVF 3.691, 1043e and 1047f = SVF 3.693; Arius 
109.10—110.8; and the criticism at D. L. 7.189). Diogenes Laertius 7.121 cites Chrysip- 
pus On Lives 1 for the view that the sage will take part in politics if nothing hinders him; 
for Stoic reflection on the political life see Arius 94.8-17, 109.10—20, 143.24—144.21; 
Cic. Fin. 3.68; and for abstention from political life, Arius 111.3—9 and Sen. De otio 3.2. 
Chrysippus’ statement in his On Rhetoric that the sage will speak in public and participate 
in ruling just as if he considered wealth to be a good (Plut. De Stoic. repugn. 1034b = SVF 
3.698) provides some indication of how he will conduct himself in practical politics. 

'4For an appraisal of the Stoic position on political participation, see Vander Waerdt 
(above, note 19), pp. 202—3. 

'!5Chrysippus (ap. Philod. De Stoic., cols. 15.31—16.4) quotes Diogenes the Cynic on 
the uselessness of weapons (cf. D. L. 6.70—71, 85): if Chrysippus here as elsewhere in his 
On Republic is defending a Cynic tenet also advanced by Zeno in his Republic (so, for ex- 
ample, Baldry [above, note 19], p. 10 and n. 12), then we may suppose that Zeno un- 
dertook in this work to abolish external warfare altogether—thus eliminating one of the 
central preoccupations of Plato’s philosopher-guardians. 
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For Zeno, on the other hand, natural justice requires the eradica- 
tion of all merely conventional boundaries (Plut. De virt. Alex. 32ga—b; 
cf. Cic. Rep. 3.33). To sanction different treatment merely on the basis 
of ethnic origin would seem flagrantly to violate natural law. Here 
again Zeno’s view represents an attempt to improve upon the Platonic 
Socrates’ by construing the requirements of his teaching on justice 
strictly. More particularly, Zeno seeks to avoid an apparent contradic- 
tion in it: while the citizens of Plato’s best regime are required to treat 
each according to his due, such that one’s position within the regime is 
determined by the quality of one’s soul (those with golden souls be- 
come philosopher-guardians, and so forth), foreigners are excluded 
from any share in this regime by mere accident of birth, irrespective of 
their natural character and attainments. Thus, solely for conventional 
reasons, they cannot share in the way of life that Plato holds to accord 
with nature.''® Zeno’s best regime, to the contrary, is a community 
whose citizenship is determined solely by rationality; only the virtuous 
may belong to it, and the sole basis for ties of kinship, friendship, and 
so forth is virtue (D. L. 7.122—24). In enjoining that we not be divided 
by the differing principles of justice of conventional communities, 
Zeno appears once again to aim to disarm a difficulty that appears 
to threaten the internal consistency of the Platonic account of natural 
justice. 

Our final example of how Zeno seeks to improve upon Plato’s teach- 
ing by making the implications of his own reasoning more precise is the 
community of women, which both Plato (451c—456b) and Zeno (D. L. 
7-33, 131) advocate. Following Antisthenes, Zeno takes the position that 
men and women have the same capacity to attain virtue.''’ Accord- 
ingly, he regards gender-based social distinctions as merely conven- 
tional, not founded in nature—hence his view that men and women 
are to wear the same clothing (D. L. 7.33), following the precedent 
set by Crates’ wife Hipparchia (D. L. 6.93, 97; cf. Epictetus Diss. 3.22, 
76).'18 This is a feature of Plato’s community of women (Rep. 452a—b, 
45'7a—b), but Zeno differs fundamentally from him on its motivation. 


"©The guardians’ @upd¢ (375a—376c) presumably is responsible for the different at- 
titude they take toward fellow citizens and foreigners; for the political problem posed by 
thymos, cf. Vander Waerdt (above, note 70). 

'’This is an inference from Zeno’s injunction concerning dress (D. L. 7.33), but 
the doctrine is securely attested for the early scholarchs: see Chrysippus ap. Philod. 
De pietate, col. 5.8—11, Cleanthes On the Thesis That Virtue Is the Same in Both a Man and 
a Woman (D. L. 7.175), and Lactantius’ report in Divinae institutiones 3.25 that the Sto- 
ics held that women should philosophize, apparently because their capacity for virtue is 
identical. For equality in sexual relations, see Zeno ap. Sext. Emp. Pyr. 3.245 = Math. 
11.190. 

'ISC£. Rist (above, note 9), pp. 65—67. 
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In Plato’s regime, women are held to be equal to men in all important 
matters except strength and sex (451d, 456a), and the female guard- 
ians are to share in the same educational program. But Socrates has to 
legislate this equality (cf. 452c, 453d, 456b—c, 457a~C), which he thinks 
most will regard as ridiculous. Thus the Platonic Socrates has to resort 
to the compulsion of positive law to establish the natural equality of the 
sexes. From Zeno’s point of view, however, Socrates’ guardians are 
mere progressors toward virtue—they are apparently unable, without 
the compulsion of legislation, to maintain these egalitarian arrange- 
ments. For Zeno’s best regime, on the other hand, there is no need of 
law to enforce the natural equality of women: since all his citizens are 
wise, it will arise naturally.''? Thus the extraordinary conventions 
Socrates has to institute in order to bring about the best regime in 
which natural justice may come to light have no place in Zeno’s polity 
of the wise. Since Zeno’s citizens live according to natural law, they have 
no need to resort to the compulsion of conventional legislation to live 
happily. . 

If we now compare, in light of these examples, the most succinct Pla- 
tonic account of the practices necessary for the realization of the best 
regime, that of the Athenian Stranger in Laws 5 (739c—e), with the in- 
stitutional arrangements of Zeno’s polity of sages, we can see that this 
polity exemplifies each element in the Stranger’s program. That pro- 
gram rests upon the principle that the best regime should embody to 
the greatest possible extent the maxim that “the things of friends are 
common,” and the Stranger enumerates as provisions to realize this 
end (1) the community of women and children, (2) the community of 
property, and (3) every device to exclude the “private.” We have seen 
that Zeno’s polity of sages exemplifies all these proposals: for (1) see 
Diogenes Laertius 7.33, 133; for (2) Diogenes Laertius 7.33 (abolition 
of coinage for internal exchange or travel), 7.124 with Athenaeus 
561c (the friendship of sages provides a community of things in life), 
and Diogenes Laertius 7.125 (knowledge alone legitimates property 
rights); and for (3) Diogenes Laertius 7.33 (men and women should 
wear the same clothing). These striking programmatic similarities pro- 
vide strong reason for thinking that Zeno developed his account of the 
koinos nomos in an attempt to show how one could satisfy Plato’s condi- 
tions for the realization of the best regime—if one jettisoned the in- 
consistent Platonic program of positive legislation administered by 


'I9The same may be said for Socrates’ attempt to foster unity through conventions— 
such as calling all children “mine” and so forth—intended to foster a community of plea- 
sure and pain (Rep. 462b; cf. Leg. 739c—e). Zeno holds that this kind of civic concord 
arises naturally, through the work of Eros, which provides friendship, concord, and free- 
dom (Ath. 561c = SVF 1.263; cf. D. L. 7.130). 
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philosophically informed statesmen, and replaced it with a polity of 
sages whose morally infallible right reason renders unnecessary all re- 
course to codes of law, judicial institutions, and instruments of social 
compulsion. Thus there is every reason to suppose that Zeno, in elab- 
orating the theory of natural law in his Republic, sought to improve 
the Platonic account of natural justice by making it more precise 
and consistent. 


It has long been recognized that the theory of natural law originated 
in an attempt to resolve the Socratic problem of how to elaborate a 
teaching on natural justice that would adequately answer the problem 
posed by conventionalism.'*° What has not been recognized is the ex- 
tent to which the early Stoics modeled their theory, and their account 
of the relation between politics and philosophy, on Plato’s. They not 
only appropriated his problems but sought to improve upon the an- 
swers he had given to them. If the interpretation of Zeno’s Republic we 
have offered in this chapter is correct, some of the most distinctive fea- 
tures of the early Stoic position—its identification of natural law with 
the sage’s right reason, its restriction of citizenship in the megalopolis to 
sages, and its vision of a polity without laws, social classes, or judicial 
institutions—represent attempts to refine the Platonic teaching on nat- 
ural justice by making it more precise and consistent. '®! 


120S0, among others, Strauss (above, note 21), pp. 138—42 and, less clearly, Striker 
1986 (above, note 1). 

'2!In preparing this essay for publication, I have benefited from the many helpful 
comments and suggestions I received from audiences at the conference “The Socratic 
Movement” at Duke University in April 1990; at the conference “Ancient Greek Philos- 
ophy” at the University of Sydney in July 1990; at the University of Newcastle, New 
South Wales, and at the University of Aukland in September 1990; at Cornell University 
in March 1991; at the University of Glasgow in June 1992; and at the conference “Die 
praktische Philosophie der Stoiker” at the Universitat Bern in October 1992. I am es- 
pecially grateful to my commentator on the last occasion, Phillip Mitsis, for his challeng- 
ing and thoughtful response to my account of the origins of natural law theory, as well 
as to Diskin Clay, Michael Frede, and Gerhard Seel for their helpful criticism. 
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Plato the Skeptic 


Julia Annas 


From about 273 B.C., when Arcesilaus of Pitane took over its head- 
ship, until it petered out in the first century B.c., Plato’s school, the 
Academy, practiced and taught a form of skepticism. This is surpris- 
ing; even more so is the fact that the Academy regarded skeptical phi- 
losophizing as philosophizing in the spirit of Plato, doing what Plato 
did. Modern scholars tend to regard this as so surprising as to be an 
aberration, but it was not so regarded in antiquity. Middle Platonists 
like Plutarch respected and defended the skeptical New Academy. ! 
The Neoplatonist commentators, though they disagreed with the thesis 
that Plato was a skeptic, thought of it as a familiar thesis requiring 
refutation.? Even a hostile figure like Numenius, who regards the 
New Academy as a ghastly mistake, pays it the compliment of exten- 
sive attention.” | 

It is worth seriously asking just what the members of the New Acad- 
emy were doing when they represented their own skeptical practice as 
being in the Platonic tradition. The evidence is extensive enough, and 
ancient skepticism rich and interesting enough, for it to be worth our 


'See. J. Glucker, Antiochus and the Late Academy, Hypomnemata 56 (Géttingen 1976), 
chap. 6; P. Donini, “Lo scetticiso accademico, Aristotele e l'unità della tradizione platon- 
ica secondo Plutarco,” in Storiografia e dossografia nella filosofia antica, ed. G. Cambiano 
(Turin, 1986), pp. 203-26. 

2This will be discussed below. 

3Numen. On the Revolt of the Academy from Plato, frs. 24—28 des Places. 
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while to reconstruct the way that the New Academy read Plato, even if 
it is in the end a way that we do not share.* 

We are faced with two distinct bodies of evidence. One has to do with 
Arcesilaus and his concern with the figure of Socrates and Socratic 
practice. The other deals with Plato as a whole, without distinguishing 
between Socrates and Plato, and focuses on arguments in and features 
of the middle and late dialogues. This material ascribes a milder form 
of skepticism to Plato and probably derives from Philo’s later Academy. 
I shall deal with these two bodies of evidence separately. 


1. Socrates and Skepticism 


Arcesilaus, as has been recently stressed, was the inventor of the 
skeptical Socrates; hitherto Socrates had been an important figure in 
Hellenistic philosophy, but not in the role of a skeptic. Socrates served 
as inspiration to the Cynics with their marketplace moralizing, and to 
the more rigorous and argumentative Stoics.” Arcesilaus represented 
his own skeptical philosophizing as a revival of Socratic practice; the 
interesting question is what he was relying on in this attempt to re- 
claim Socrates as an uncommitted enquirer rather than as a dog- 
matic moralist. 

It was not Socrates’ profession of ignorance.’ On this point Arcesi- 
laus seems, rather surprisingly, to have got Socrates wrong. Arcesilaus 
thought that Socrates claimed to know that he knew nothing (Cic. Varro 
45; cf. 16; Luc. 74). But Socrates never says this; he merely says that he 
knows nothing. The strongest expression he uses is that he is aware of 
not having knowledge (otvo.da euautw, Ap. 21b4—5). But this is not a 
claim to knowledge on this score. In any case, Arcesilaus criticized 
Socrates on this point, taking an avowal of knowledge that one does not 
know to be negative dogmatism, a flaw in an otherwise skeptical Soc- 
rates. So this cannot be Arcesilaus’ ground. 

Some brief but very informative passages make it clear what the 
point of connection was that Arcesilaus made. They all come from 


“I have been greatly helped by recent work by M. Frede (“The Sceptic’s Two Kinds of 
Assent and the Question of the Possibility of Knowledge,” in Philosophy in History, ed. R. 
Rorty et al. (Cambridge, 1984], pp. 225-78), M. Burnyeat (“Carneades Was No Proba- 
bilist” [forthcoming]), and P. Woodruff (“The Skeptical Side of Plato’s Method,” Revue 
internationale de philosophie 1%6—57 [1986]: 22—37). 

"The varied influence of Socrates is lucidly discussed by A. A. Long in “Socrates in 
Hellenistic Philosophy,” CQ n.s. 38 (1988): 150-71. 

“Despite Cicero Varro 44, where it is said that Arcesilaus started his attacks not out of 
competitiveness but because of the same obscurity in things that led Socrates to his con- 
fession of ignorance. For Democritus, Anaxagoras, Empedocles, and “nearly all the an- 
cients” are added; no special reference to Socrates can be in mind. 
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Cicero, who had studied in the Academy and speaks knowledgeably 
about its practices.’ At De oratore 3.67 we find the following: 


First [in contrast to his predecessors in the Academy, who had made no 
radical changes of teaching method] Arcesilaus, Polemon’s pupil, seized 
on the following in particular out of various writings of Plato and from 
the Socratic conversations: that nothing sure can be apprehended by ei- 
ther the senses or the mind. He is said to have employed an outstandingly 
attractive style of speaking in rejecting any judgments of the mind or 
senses, and to have been the first to set up the practice—though this was 
highly Socratic—of not showing what he thought but of arguing against 
what anyone else said that they thought. 


And at De finibus 2.2 Cicero says that we can see from Plato how 
Socrates made fun of the sophists: 


He [Socrates] had the practice of drawing out his interlocutors’ beliefs by 
conversation and questioning, so as to say what he thought in response to 
their replies. This custom was abandoned by his successors, but Arcesilaus 
revived it and instituted the following practice: those who wished to hear 
him should not ask him questions but should themselves tell him what 
they thought: when they had told him, he would argue against it.® 


Here we find two points: that Arcesilaus took the results of Socratic 
practice to be negative, and that he revived what he took to be the 
Socratic practice of ad hominem arguing. Since Arcesilaus criticized 
Socrates for negative dogmatism, his conclusion that neither the senses 
nor the mind can grasp anything sure cannot have been itself a piece of 
dogma but must represent, in the usual skeptical fashion, his own per- 
sonal state of conviction on the matter. More interesting is the infor- 
mation about method. Arcesilaus’ own practice, as we find definitively 
argued by P. Coussin and others,” was to argue only from his oppo- 


7I shall concentrate on Cicero’s evidence. There are some fragments from other 
sources connecting Arcesilaus with Socrates, but they are all inconclusive. They are cou- 
pled by Plutarch as having written nothing, and Plutarch tells us that Socrates was one 
of the respectable ancestors for his philosophizing sought by Arcesilaus, the others being 
Parmenides and Heraclitus (see fr. 1d Mette). Lactantius (fr. 14b Mette) says that Arcesi- 
laus “auctore Socrate suscepit hanc sententiam, ut adfirmaret sciri nihil posse”; this 
seems to be derivative from Cicero De oratore 3.67 (immediately below). 

8Cf. Fin. 5.10; De or. 3.80; Nat. d. 1.11. | 

®Couissin’s classic article. “Le stoicisme de la nouvelle Académie,” Revue d'histoire de la 
philosophie 3 (1929) 241—76, is reprinted in English in The Skeptical Tradition, ed. M. F. 
Burnyeat (Berkeley, 1983), pp. 31—63. For some modifications to the Couissin view, see 
A.M. loppolo, Opinione e scienza: Il dibattito tra Stoici e Accademici nel II e nel II secolo 
a.C. (Naples, 1986), with my discussion, “The Heirs of Socrates,” Phronesis 33 (1988): 


100—112. 
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nent’s premises. His way of arguing, that is, was entirely ad hominem. 
What these passages tell us is that this is what he took Socrates to have 
done as well. I shall follow through seriously this idea: How might 
Arcesilaus have tried to show that Socrates’ practice was indeed totally 
ad hominem like his own, and how might he have dealt with certain 
obvious difficulties? 

A few words of caution. In good skeptical spirit I shall be arguing 
here from as few premises as possible, and so in two respects shall be 
minimizing my position on Arcesilaus. First, we know more about 
Arcesilaus’ skeptical strategies than just what the two passages above 
tell us. We know, for example, that he was prominent for leading him- 
self and others to émoyy, suspension of judgment, on various theses. "° 
But in what follows I shall make no use of this; we have no evidence 
that Arcesilaus claimed that Socrates suspended judgment, and indeed 
it is hard to see how anyone might have thought this. Similarly with the 
rest of our evidence; none of it is directly relevant to the point I shall 
work from, namely, Arcesilaus’ known commitment to ad hominem ar- 
gument, arguing only from what the interlocutor provides without 
committing oneself to the truth of the premises, or indeed the validity 
of the argument. 

Second, there is more to Arcesilaus’ skepticism than his appeal to 
Socrates, and the nature of his position is at many points controversial. 
He was influenced in a Socratic direction by his predecessors in the 
Academy.'' He was obviously influenced by desire to oppose the 
Stoics.'* And he had some relation to Pyrrho, the prototypical skeptic. It 
has been argued by David Sedley that Arcesilaus had a considerable 
debt to Pyrrho, which he concealed;'* more recently Fernanda Decleva 
Caizzi has argued that he would be aware of Pyrrho only as a figure- 
head, and a rather eccentric one at that, and aware of skeptical argu- 
ments-only through Timon, after his own skeptical debut.'* It is an 
important question how we are to link and to estimate all these influ- 
ences, but I shall pass it by here, since nothing that I say hinges on hav- 
ing any particular answer to it. Arcesilaus had many interests; but he 
was first and foremost the head of the Academy, who saw himself as in 


See Cic. Varro 45ff.; Luc. 59; Sext. Emp. Pyr. 1.232-34; Numen. frs. 25.7582 
26.104—11 des Places. Cf. P Couissin, “L'origine et l'évolution de lepoché,” REG 4g 
(1929): 373-97. 

See A. A. Long, “Diogenes Laertius’ Life of Arcesilaus,” in Diogene Laerzio: Storico del 
pensiero antico, a special volume of Elenchos 7 (1986): 429-49. 

atts is stressed most forcefully in Couissin’s articles cited above. 

“The Motivation of Greek Sceptisicm,” in The Skeptical Tradition, ed. M. F. Burnyeat 
(Berkeley, 1983), pp. 9-29. 

'4“Pirroniani ed Accademici nel III secolo a.C.,” in Aspects de la philosophie hellénistique 
Fondation Hardt, Entretiens sur l'antiquité classique 32 (1986), pp. 147-83. 
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some way a follower of Plato.'® We would expect him to have some at- 
titude to Plato, whose books we know he read,!© and to Socrates. Clar- 
ification of his attitude to Socrates and to ad hominem arguing is 
bound to tell us something important about how he and the rest of the 
skeptical Academy saw themselves as inheritors of Plato’s tradition, 
whatever other influences they also felt. 

Finally, I shall write, for the sake of clarity, as though Arcesilaus were 
a skeptic searching for a pedigree—as though, that is, he already had 
a skeptical practice and then claimed that this could be found in 
Socrates. But this is not to claim that this is the only possible genetic ac- 
count. Nothing I say is meant to preclude the thesis that it was reading 
the Socratic dialogues that made a skeptic out of Arcesilaus in the first 
place and gave him the ideas that he then used to interpret Socrates as 
a skeptic." 

What would Arcesilaus have to do to make his interpretation of 
Socrates plausible? He would have to show first that Socrates does ar- 
gue ad hominem in the way a skeptic would. He would also have to 
cope with certain obvious features of Plato’s Socrates that stand in the 
way of such an interpretation; for in Plato’s Socratic dialogues Socrates 
represents himself always as searching for the truth, indeed, for knowl- 
edge of the truth. He often seems to argue from beliefs that he shares 
with the interlocutor, rather than being noncommittal as to the truth of 
those beliefs. And, most of all, Socrates has firm and passionately held 
beliefs of a moral kind—that virtue is a kind of skill, that you have to 
have it to be happy, and so on. How then can he be a skeptic? 

We can best see how Arcesilaus could have coped with these points if 
we renew our focus on the star evidence, namely, the ascription by 
Arcesilaus to Socrates of ad hominem arguing. Why would a skeptic 
make ad hominem arguing prominent anyway? Ancient skeptics (of all 
kinds) do not see their task as negative—as that of challenging every- 
body’s claims to know anything, or the claims of one area of enquiry 
vis-a-vis those of another. The ancient skeptic is okentuK6c, enquir- 
ing—he is primarily a seeker after truth. Far from doubting whether 
there is any knowledge, the ancient skeptic is always eager to find some. 
Cicero, defending the cause of the later Academy, of which he saw him- 
self as a member, says: 


We desire to discover the truth without any dispute and attempt this with 
the greatest attention and effort. For even though all our cognition is 


15This is stressed by loppolo (above, note g) and by Long (above, note 5). 
16D, L. 4-32-33; Index Academicorum, col. 19.13—16. 
'7As is suggested by Long (above, note 5). 
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blocked by many obstructions, and even though there is so much obscurity 
in the things themselves and weakness on the part of our judgments that 
both the most ancient and the most learned philosophers have rightly dis- 
trusted their ability to discover what they desired, still they did not give in, 
and neither shall we get worn out and abandon our effort to search things 
out. (Luc. 7)'® 


But—and there is a big but—knowledge and even true beliefs are 
hard to come by. Claims to knowledge or to true belief tend to be chal- 
lenged by opponents (especially in philosophy). The skeptics are im- 
pressed by these challenges and if none is available produce some 
themselves and carry on meeting responses and modifications with 
fresh challenges. But they do not do so because of any commitment to 
the idea that there is no knowledge or true belief (or to the idea that 
there is, but we can never get any). Rather, the skeptic keeps arguing 
because the difficulties are genuine. He is (at least in principle) open- 
minded; he wants to have knowledge or at least true belief; it is just 
that there do always seem to be problems that have not been success- 
fully met. The skeptic sees his opponent, the dogmatist, as the person 
who gives in too soon, who makes a claim to knowledge or true belief 
and then through laziness or stupidity or complacency fails to see the 
problems involved. Hence for the skeptic the main danger is “rash as- 
sent,” premature commitment to a claim about the way things are. This 
was certainly Arcesilaus’ view, as we can see from Cicero Varro 45, 
where it is said to be his view that knowledge is so hard to come by that 
Socrates was wrong even to say that he knew that he did not know; so 
no one should make any assertion or affirmation or assent to the ways 
things appear to one. One must always hold back one’s rashness from 
every slip, since it is rash to assent to what is false or unclear, and a 
disgrace to do either of these things. And so the skeptic goes round do- 
ing the dogmatist the service of pointing out the problems that his rash 
assent overlooked—not in the negative spirit of showing that there is 
no truth here, or that if there is, we can’t get it, but (at least in prin- 
ciple) in the cooperative spirit of searching for some truth that isn’t 
problematic. The skeptic, then, is distinguished from the dogmatist not 
by his goal of searching for truth but by the fact that he is still search- 
ing,.because still aware of the difficulties. The dogmatist is just the one 
who has given up. "° 


"Cf. Fin. 1.2-3 and Luc. 127; the latter is somewhat reminiscent of the passages about 
knowledge in Republic 5—7. 

'9Cf. Sext. Emp. Pyr. 1.1; although this is a Pyrrhonist statement, there is no reason 
why the Academics should not share it, especially since they were following Plato’s rec- 
ommended practice of enquiry and were not committed to gaining peace of mind 
through skepticism. (Cf. next note.) 
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Given that ancient skeptics are enquiring after truth and prepared to 
challenge any claim across the board, it is not surprising that ancient 
skeptical reasoning will be ad hominem, that is, will use only premises 
granted by the opponent. We may find this startling, but for the an- 
cient skeptic the main danger is rash assent, and ad hominem reason- 
ing is ideally suited to remove this in two ways. First, you directly attack 
the opponent’s rash assent. You take what he accepts and show him 
that there are problems just from this: having located a problem in his 
beliefs, you get him to give up those beliefs. And second, you do this 
without committing yourself. If your argument depends on beliefs of 
yours, that makes it vulnerable to objections that can be brought 
against those beliefs. The fewer beliefs of yours your argument rests 
on, the harder it is for the opponent to avoid by rejecting or attacking 
those beliefs. Hence for the ancient skeptic, purely ad hominem rea- 
soning is the most, not the least, serious kind; it is the most relevant, 
least vulnerable, and most effective. 

We can now see right off that in ascribing to Socrates his own skep- 
tical practice, Arcesilaus was not denying that Socrates was seriously 
seeking after truth, nor ascribing a disreputable mode of arguing to 
him. Rather, he was ascribing to Socrates the most serious and whole- 
hearted way, according to an ancient skeptic, of seeking for the truth. 
We may not agree, of course; we may well think that it is feasible to 
search for the truth in more positive ways, and that the skeptic is over- 
estimating the difficulties. The point here, however, is that this inter- 
pretation makes sense in its own terms; it is the skeptical interpretation 
of Socrates that we are trying to understand. 

It is worth noting here that the Academic skeptics did consistently 
think of themselves as searching for the truth. The Pyrrhonist skeptics 
complicated this matter by their claims that enquiring after the truth in 
the rigorous skeptical manner will in fact lead to peace of mind, and 
that this will bring about a happy life. This creates the problem that it 
is hard to take this thought seriously without compromising the search 
for truth; and though the trick can be turned, it is useful for our pur- 
poses that the Academic skeptics at any rate never saw themselves as 
seeking anything but the truth.?° 

We can also see how Socrates might well be seen as someone aware 
of the need to combat rash assent, for Socrates’ interlocutors are typ- 
ically not people who are wrong or ignorant. Rather, they are typically 
complacent or pretentious people who, if they have the right beliefs, 
have them unreflectively and for the wrong reasons. In De finibus 
2.1-2, quoted in part above, Cicero prefaces his account of Arcesi- 


20Cf, G. Striker, “Uber den Unterschied zwischen den Pyrrhonern und den Akademik- 
ern,” Phronesis 26 (1981): 153-71. 


[ 316 ] Julia Annas 


laus reviving Socratic practice with a reminder of how Plato’s Socrates 
makes fun of the sophists. Socrates’ deflation of pompous sophists 
makes it indeed plausible to see him as someone who characteristically 
attacks those whose rash assent has outrun their grasp of what they are 
talking about. 

It is, however, one thing to see what might make this interpretation 
plausible to Arcesilaus; it is another to ask, when we step back and ex- 
amine it on our own account, the question that is bound to occur to us: 
Does Socrates in the Socratic dialogues in fact argue ad hominem— 
solely, that is, from the interlocutor’s premises? 

Sometimes he uncontroversially does so. There is a striking example 
in the Hippias minor. In this short dialogue Socrates forces the compla- 
cent sophist Hippias to the conclusion that the good person is the per- 
son who does wrong willingly. Even Hippias sees that this conclusion 
can’t be right; Socrates contents himself with pointing out that the ar- 
gument has forced them to it, so that they are in a state of “wandering 
around.” On the usual reading of Plato, the Hippias minor has always 
seemed a rather pointless dialogue. Why does Socrates argue for a con- 
clusion that he patently doesn’t believe? But clearly Socrates is not ar- 
guing for anything. He picks on Hippias, a vain and complacent person 
who is a particularly good example of what was later to be called rash 
assent, premature pontificating. Hippias is led by clever manipulation 
of his incautious beliefs into absurdity. It is left to him (or rather the 
dialogue ends, and it is left to the reader) to work out what has gone 
wrong, and either to avoid the conclusion by repairing the argument or 
to avoid coming out with the offending belief in the future. 

In the Hipparchus?! Socrates presses a friend on the nature of “loving 
gain.” When the friend gets puzzled, Socrates offers him various exits 
and points out that it is like making moves in a game of draughts 
(229e): he can retract premise A or premise B or premise C. It is up to 
him, in other words; the problems come from the moves that he has 
made. The friend picks one option, but this leads to a dead end. Again, 
it is left to the reader to work out what other moves he could have made 
and whether they might have worked better. 

In other dialogues we can find smaller pieces of ad hominem rea- 
soning. One of the most striking is the initial series of arguments 
against Polemarchus in Republic 1. Socrates shows Polemarchus that as 
he conceives of justice, it is not much use (332C—333a), and worse, that 
the just man is a kind of thief (333e-334b). The argument does seem 


*!The reasons for not regarding this dialogue as genuine are feeble. See P Fried- 
laender, Plato, trans. H. Meyerhoff (New York, 1964), 2:119-28 and 339-42. Philoso- 
phers often object to its historical section, but ancient historians (including the Cambridge 
Ancient History) do not share these doubts. 
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to show that, says Polemarchus unhappily (334a). When Socrates goes 
on to show that on Polemarchus’ view of justice it will be just to injure 
those who do no injustice, Polemarchus protests (334d): there must be 
something wrong with the argument if it shows that, he says, and ad- 
justs his view accordingly to avoid the unwelcome conclusion. 

In all of this Socrates commits himself to no beliefs of his own in the 
course of the discussion. He goes along with the interlocutor, drawing 
out beliefs that he is committed to. To reject the conclusion the inter- 
locutor has to fault his own argument or reject one of his own beliefs; 
he can’t do so by attacking any of Socrates’ beliefs, since Socrates has 
put forward no beliefs relevant to the matter in hand. This is most bla- 
tantly obvious, of course, in the Hippias minor and Republic 1; nobody 
has seriously supposed that Socrates really thinks that the good per- 
son is the one who can willingly do wrong, or that the just person ts a 
kind of thief. 

We, again, stepping back, may think that this ts not the whole story. 
In the Hippias minor Socrates is troubled and seems to point to the need 
for further investigation.?? In Republic 1 Socrates goes on to add an 
argument with Polemarchus that argues from very Socratic premises. 
That is, once we widen the context of these arguments, we can find 
reason to doubt that merely ad hominem argument is all that is going 
on. But this does not, of course, undermine the claim that there is a 
perfectly good ad hominem reading of them, which is not forced and 
which would fit Arcesilaus’ picture of an ad hominem Socrates. 

It is also hard to think that Arcesilaus did not appeal to a dialogue 
that is clearly late but is deliberately Socratic in form—the Theaetetus. 
Here we find that ad hominem reasoning has been raised to a feature 
of Socratic methodology. The point is made explicit by the imagery of 
Socrates as the barren midwife and by the constant repetition of the 
point that Socrates is not putting forward any of his own ideas but 
is merely drawing ideas out of Theaetetus to see whether they work 
or not. All that happens is that Theaetetus offers various definitions 
of knowledge; none of them work; and so he is cured of any compla- 
cency on the subject. Socrates gets Theaetetus to see that all his defi- 
nitions must be rejected because they lead to unacceptable results; he 
does not himself put forward any beliefs, still less use them to refute 
Theaetetus. The obviously reasonable way to read the Theaetetus is to 
see Socrates as arguing in it wholly ad hominem, though there is a his- 


22 Alan Code has pointed out to me that Socrates puts in a major qualification to his 
own acceptance of the offensive conclusion; at 376b4—6 Socrates says that the good per- 
son will be none other than the person who goes wrong and does shameful and wrong 


things willingly —7#f there is such a person. 
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tory of attempts to find a hidden doctrinal agenda by those who dislike 
the ad hominem reading.”* | 

Still, this kind of ad hominem reasoning is not the norm in the 
Socratic dialogues. Certainly they all display Socrates knocking down 
an opponent's claim without putting anything positive in its place. Only 
in a very few cases, however, is the reasoning ad hominem in the sense 
that all the premises are supplied by the interlocutor, with Socrates un- 
committed. In nearly all arguments Socrates does seem to hold beliefs; 
indeed he uses them to reject the interlocutor’s suggestion, which is 
shown te conflict with beliefs that are retained, and that Socrates 
shares. Laches’ suggestion that courage is standing firm, for example, 
founders because there can be bravery in retreat (190e—191Cc). The 
suggestion that it is endurance with knowledge, with which he concurs, 
founders because people can show more, not less, courage in taking 
risks when they lack knowledge and skill than in running risks when 
they have it (193b—c). In all this there is no suggestion that Socrates 
does not share the belief in question. Indeed, if he does not, it is hard 
to see how he could share enough beliefs about courage with the in- 
terlocutor for them to have a serious discussion as to what it is. And the 
usual form a “Socratic elenchus” takes is that of Socrates using beliefs 
he and his interlocutors share to show the interlocutor that he has a 
problem. This is the normal form of a “Socratic elenchus,” whatever 
further problems remain as to its structure. 

If Socrates makes trouble for his interlocutors by appealing to beliefs 
that they both hold, then he holds, and argues from, some beliefs. If so, 


23t seems as though this was first attempted by Middle Platonists against the skeptical 
Academy’s reading. The anonymous commentator on the dialogue (plausibly redated by 
H. A. S. Tarrant to the first century B.C. in “The Date of Anon. In Theaetetum,” CQ 
n.s. 33 [1983]: 161—87) claims that Plato did hold beliefs (col. 55.8—13) against those who 
claim on the basis of passages like 150c that “Plato is an Academic, holding no beliefs” 
(col. 54.38:€k tovovtwv A€Eewv tives olovtay 'Akaðnpaikòv tov IMAátwva ç ovdév 
doypatiCovta). The Neoplatonists also read the dialogue this way. The sixth-century 
anonymous Introduction to Platonic Philosophy, ed. L. G. Westerink (Amsterdam, 1962) 
says that Plato does not demolish all accounts of knowledge in the Theaetetus, since he 
does not himself accept that the soul is like a blank tablet, but thinks of it as needing only 
purification to attain (nonempirical) truth. Something similar seems to lie behind the 
odd “Platonic” arguments retailed by other Neoplatonist commentators against the 
“skeptical” claims that knowledge is impossible because everything is in flux (a confused 
version of the first part of the Theaetetus): these are to the effect that Plato accepts what 
is said about flux, but restricts it to the perceptible realm, above which the soul rises to 
grasp truth (Ammon. In Cat. prooemium 2.1'7—3.8; Olympiodorus Prolegomena 4.20—5.6; 
Philoponus In Cat. prooemium 2.8—24, in an incomplete and especially confused version). 
The most influential modern version, which revives many of the Neoplatonist readings, 
is that of Cornford; more recently John McDowell’s translation and notes express a more 
moderate view but still hold that Plato is committed to some beliefs (about perception 
for example) that are not presented in the dialogue but explain why some conclusions 
are rejected in it. 
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it would seem that Arcesilaus must be wrong; purely ad hominem rea- 
soning is not characteristic of the Socratic dialogues, even if it occasion- 
ally occurs. Given this, the prospects of an overall skeptical reading of 
these dialogues may well seem dim; and we might feel inclined to reject 
Arcesilaus’ reading as hopelessly selective and unbalanced, and to take 
the few passages of undeniably ad hominem reasoning in other ways. 
On its own, after all, it hardly implies skepticism. Perhaps Socrates uses 
it against Hippias in a spirit of personal spite, to make Hippias himself 
look silly. Perhaps he similarly wants to make Polemarchus look fool- 
ish; and perhaps he uses it in the Theaetetus in a manipulative way, so 
that Theaetetus’ suggestions all founder while the preferred view waits 
in the wings. 

It is possible, I believe, to see how Arcesilaus might have dealt with 
this, and to do so by turning to the source of his third difficulty: the 
fact that Socrates holds definite and passionate beliefs, particularly 
moral beliefs. No one can read the Socratic dialogues and fail to get the 
impression that Socrates believes, and is as committed as anyone could 
be to believing, certain theses: that virtue is a kind of skill, that you 
have to have virtue to be happy, that it is better to suffer than to do 
wrong, and so on. Prima facie these form another stumbling block in 
the way of the skeptical interpretation. But Arcesilaus may have been 
struck by two points about these beliefs. 

First, the fact that Socrates has these beliefs emerges in a curiously 
oblique way from his arguments with others. We get the impression, for 
example, that Socrates believes that the virtues are some kind of unity 
(I deliberately leave it indeterminate just what kind, since nothing I say 
hangs on this) because he attacks arguments to show that the virtues 
are distinct (in the Protagoras) and because some of the arguments he 
employs (for example, at the end of the Euthyphro and the Laches) point 
that way. But Socrates never clearly formulates these beliefs (or their 
relationships) in any authoritative way. Nor does he ever put them for- 
ward as objects for reasoned debate. We have to work out the structure 
and exact content of Socrates’ ethics for ourselves to a great extent. 

Second, and as a consequence of this, Socrates never argues to or from 
his substantial moral beliefs. He sometimes claims, notably in the Gor- 
gias, that an interlocutor is committed to them, but he never puts for- 
ward his own beliefs on his own account either to be examined or as 
premises to be argued from. Rather, he goes around examining other 
people’s beliefs and seeing what they lead to. 

But now we get an interesting result, for Socrates tends to appeal to 
commonsense beliefs that, if these strong Socratic theses are correct, 
are not true. For example, if Socrates thinks that all the virtues form a 
unity, then he can hardly share the assumption that founds many of 
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the arguments in the Laches, that courage is a distinct virtue with its 
own nature and province. If he is committed to thinking that virtue is 
in its essence knowledge, then he can hardly endorse the thought that 
the unskilled divers risking their necks because they don’t know what 
they are doing are actually braver than the skilled. And so if he is com- 
mitted to these Socratic theses, then the arguments in the Laches, in 
which beliefs are tested against other beliefs that are retained, can be 
taken as ad hominem after all: Socrates is feeding the interlocutor pre- 
mises that he does not himself share. And what goes for the Laches 
clearly goes for the majority of Socratic arguments. Much Socratic ar- 
gument seems to rest on assumptions that Socrates cannot straightfor- 
wardly share if he accepts the strong Socratic theses. Put somewhat 
crudely: the more substantial we make Socrates’ moral beliefs, the eas- 
ier it becomes to read his arguments as ad hominem, directed against 
the interlocator but neither supportive of nor dependent on Socrates’ 
own convictions. Socrates has convictions but does not bring them into 
explicit relation with his argumentative practice, which remains nega- 
tive and directed at the views of others. We can, then, see how Arcesi- 
laus could come to treat all, not just a few, Socratic arguments as ad 
hominem—namely, by treating Socrates as committed to the strong 
Socratic theses and then explicitly severing them from Socratic argu- 
mentative practice. 

Arcesilaus’ interpretation of the Socratic dialogues thus turns out to 
be wholly compatible with the undeniable fact that Socrates is pre- 
sented as committed to substantial dogmatic theses about the unity of 
virtue and so on; in fact it rests on this, for it is only if we take seriously 
Socrates’ commitment to the substantial theses that we see how to read 
the arguments in a way that does not have Socrates share the common- 
sense beliefs that he uses to discomfit the interlocutor. The interlocutor 
is being shown that his beliefs get him into trouble because of common- 
sense beliefs that he has; but Socrates, on the skeptical reading, is not 
committed to those beliefs. He is always arguing from what the other 
person accepts. 

Three points are worth stressing here. First, to treat all of Socrates’ 
arguments as ad hominem is in no way to downgrade the seriousness of 
those arguments. They serve a serious and useful purpose in demon- 
strating what is wrong with various people’s rash assents. We have seen 
that this is a genuinely important matter. 

Second, the seriousness of Socrates’ practice is not undermined either. 
For it need not matter whether he himself shares the objections he 
brings to an interlocutor’s thesis. What matters is that the interlocutor 
be freed from rash assent and come to see what the problems are; and 
this will not happen until he copes with the objections. Any philoso- 
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pher will sometimes find herself in the position of urging objections 
she does not share, just because it is important that her partner in dis- 
cussion face these objections for herself. One can quite consistently 
find objections important, and find it important that the interlocutor 
face them, without sharing them; to reject this is surely to have a naive 
view of the complexity. of philosophy. It must be said that this can lead 
to a kind of concealment: one urges the objections without coming out 
and saying that one does not share them. But it is not clear that this is 
objectionable in itself; it depends on the purpose. Usually the purpose 
will be pedagogical; and Socrates certainly appears always in the posi- 
tion of a teacher, or at least in that of someone who has reflected more, 
and more effectively, than the interlocutor. A passage in the Theaetetus 
brings this out clearly. In the argument about the role of the senses and 
the mind in perception at 184—86 Socrates begins by feeding ideas 
rather openly to Theaetetus and then checks himself at 184e and in- 
sists that Theaetetus answer for himself only in response to questions. 
Theaetetus duly limits himself to answering questions and is led to see 
for himself the crucial point that it is the mind by itself that deals with 
the “common things” the argument has brought in. Socrates’ response 
(185e) is delighted: he thought that himself, he says, but he wanted 
Theaetetus to agree to it for himself. Here Plato is loudly making the 
point that although Socrates does hold the relevant belief, it is essential 
to the way he argues that Theaetetus come to discover it for himself, 
since the whole dialogue examines Theaetetus’ beliefs, without bring- 
ing those of Socrates into it. Presumably this is the aspect of Socratic 
method that Cicero has in mind when he talks of Academics following 
Socrates in concealing their own views.*4 

Third, such an interpretation does not downgrade the seriousness 
and importance of Socrates’ commitment to the substantial theses ei- 
ther. We may think that if they are neither based on nor answerable to 
Socratic arguments, they must be arbitrary and might as well be held 
on whim. But this is not so. Compare here the “digression” in the The- 
aetetus. Consistently elsewhere in the dialogue Socrates refuses to put 
forward any beliefs, limiting himself to testing Theaetetus’ suggestions; 
this point is stressed to the point of tedium. But in the passage 172b— 
177c he expresses, eloquently and at length, his opinion that values are 
not, as Protagoras would have it, relative to the conditions of human 
life: rather there are objective standards, which form the basis of the 


24Tusc. 5.11. Socrates produces through Plato and others many schools “e quibus nos 
potissimum consecuti sumus, quo Socratem usum arbitrabamur, ut nostram ipsi senten- 
tiam tegeremus, errore alios levaremus et in omni disputatione quid esset simillimum 
veri quaereremus.” He ascribes this to Carneades, not to Arcesilaus, but there seems no 
problem in reading this feature back. 
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good person’s happiness and the evil person’s misery. These ideas are 


put forward with a confidence that recalls the Republic; Plato has no 
doubt or qualification, even though he underlines the fact that these 
are counterintuitive ideas, which will seem silly to most people, for 
whom the ideal of the successful life is totally different. How can this be 
reconciled with the ad hominem nature of the rest of the dialogue? 
The passage is clearly marked as a digression, independent of the ar- 
gument, which Socrates and Theodorus leave at the digression’s start 
and return to at the end (173b, 177b—c). Socrates clearly has convic- 
tions, of a definite and counterintuitive kind; but when examining the 
views of others he keeps his own beliefs out of it. It is clear how Arcesi- 
laus would have welcomed the Theaetetus as evidence for a Socrates 
arguing ad hominem, and easy to see how he would extend this in- 
terpretation to the early dialogues: Socrates’ substantial moral beliefs 
could be treated as having the status of the digression in the Theaete- 
tus—passionately held, definite, and counterintuitive, but not part of 
the argument. 

I have suggested how Arcesilaus’ interpretation of the Socratic dia- 
logues might be made out as viable. Socrates constantly searches for 
truth but does not claim to know any; he has strongly held views but 
does not assert these as reasoned, defensible theses; he limits his philo- 
sophical activity to arguing against the rash beliefs of others, showing 
them how their own premises land them in difficulties. ‘This does make 
the activity of Socrates sound like the activity of Arcesilaus. There is, of 
course, an important difference. Arcesilaus did not believe, passion- 
ately or not, that virtue is needed for the happy life, and so on. Or 
rather, he may very well have followed Socrates in believing these 
things, but he certainly did not assert them. As Couissin says of him, 
“Himself a critic of the ideas of other men, he was unwilling to lay him- 
self open to criticism, and so he kept his thoughts to himself.”?° 

I hope to have shown, working cautiously from what we have good 
evidence for, how Arcesilaus would have claimed Socrates as a skeptic, 
and how he would have met the most obvious difficulties: Socrates’ 
quest for truth, the use of shared premises, and Socrates’ firm moral 
convictions. We have seen how the third, which might well seem the 
worst problem from a skeptic’s point of view, can actually turn to ad- 
vantage in dealing with the second difficulty. 

I turn now from trying to make out Arcesilaus’ case to raising two 
questions that we, who are not members of the skeptical Academy, 
are bound to raise. First, all this has served to show how a skeptic 
might account for the role of Socrates in the Socratic dialogues and 


25Couissin (above, note 9), p. 49. 
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the Theaetetus. None of this applies to the Republic or other middle pe- 
riod dialogues, which clearly offer no handle to the form of interpre- 
tation I have been laying out.?© But Arcesilaus was head of Plato’s 
Academy. Ariston’s famous lampoon represented him as a monstrous 
Chimaera with Plato, not Socrates, in front, Pyrrho behind, and so 
on—clearly a reference to his official position as head of Plato’s school. 
Surely he must have had some way of coping with the Republic, to take 
only the most obvious case? 

Arcesilaus can hardly have ignored this problem; we know, for ex- 
ample, that he studied “Plato’s books,” which can hardly have been lim- 
ited to the dialogues convenient for him. Annoyingly, we have no good 
evidence on this matter. We do have evidence of a different kind for the 
skeptical Academy’s interpretation of Piato, which I shall present below 
in section 2; but it is best to keep this distinct from our evidence for 
Arcesilaus. Perhaps Arcesilaus merely tried to play down the contrast 
between Socrates and Plato, by concentrating on a selective reading of 
the dialogues and simply not paying much attention to inconvenient 
ones like the Republic. If this sounds implausible, we should recall that 
similarly selective and biased interpretations of Hume have been cur- 
rent in much of the twentieth century without raising general com- 
plaint. Certainly Antiochus, when he made a break with the skeptical 
Academy, insisted that there was a sharp divergence between Socrates 
and Plato and may have been controverting Academic orthodoxy in so 
doing. Antiochus’ view is clear in Cicero Varro 15ff.: Socrates asserted 
nothing himself and merely refuted others and spent his time in ex- 
horting others to virtue. (Note that Antiochus finds no problem in see- 
ing Socrates as a moralist with convictions but no reasoned asserted 
views.) Plato, however, produced a definite body of philosophical doc- 
trine and a system, which Socrates would not have approved. Antio- 
chus, then, draws the distinction in the strongest possible terms (which 
many, incidentally, would agree with today); possibly when he got so 
angry with Philo over the Sosus incident it was because Philo had ex- 
plicitly come out and denied any such sharp opposition.?’ 

If Antiochus was reacting against an Academic habit of selectively 
reading Plato in a Socratic way, this makes more significant a passage 
from the anonymous commentary on the Theaetetus (dating probably to 


2°Fven among the early dialogues the Crito might be thought to be an obvious stum- 
bling block; Socrates points out to Crito that their argument depends on a substantial 
Socratic premise (49d—e), and this is based on argument (49a—b). However, Socrates 
does not show us these arguments. And the Crito is in other ways odd; the Laws do not 
argue with Socrates but simply order him around and tell him without argument that he 
has to accept some very contentious theses. 

27Cic. Luc. 11ff. See J. Dillon, The Middle Platonists (London, 1977), pp. 54—59. Gre- 
gory Vlastos emphasized this point to me. 
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the first century B.c.); the commentator remarks of the midwife pas- 
sage and others like it that these passages were taken by some to show 
that “Plato [not Socrates] is an Academic, holding no beliefs” (col. 54.38). 
Further speculation is perhaps not useful, because of the lack of evi- 
dence. We remain, however, with a feeling of dissatisfaction, wishing we 
had something more definite. Second, and more important, can we se- 
riously accept such an interpretation of Socrates? I have done my best 
to show that Arcesilaus’ skeptical Socrates is not an aberration. We are 
dealing not with a silly, farfetched fantasy but with an interpretation 
that makes good sense on its own terms. Can we share it? 

We have seen that Arcesilaus is quite entitled to hold that all Socratic 
argument can be seen as ad hominem. But he can only do this by taking 
Socrates not to share the beliefs he uses to create trouble for the inter- 
locutors. He can do this by stressing Socrates’ commitment to substan- 
tial Socratic convictions, particularly moral ones; for if he holds these, 
he does not straightforwardly share the interlocutor’s beliefs. Arcesi- 
laus, then, has no trouble in ascribing positive, firm, and even passion- 
ate beliefs, even of a counterintuitive nature, to Socrates. But he can do 
so only at the cost of doing what I called severing them from Socratic 
argumentative practice. A skeptic can have views and convictions, all 
right, and can even put them forward with passion. What he cannot do 
without compromising his skepticism is to put them forward as rea- 
soned theses, to be argued to or argued from. The skeptical interpre- 
tation of Socrates only works, then, if we see Socrates’ positive beliefs as 
held in intellectual isolation from his negative argumentative practice. 
A skeptic keeps his own beliefs out of it when examining those of oth- 
ers; Socrates will only be like Arcesilaus if his positive beliefs bear as 
little relation to his negative questioning of others’ views as did those of 
Arcesilaus (whatever they were). 

I have argued that we can indeed find this separation of conviction 
and argument in the Theaetetus, where it is actually not just accepted 
but explicitly emphasized as a point of methodology. Socrates, argu- 
mentatively the barren midwife, has convictions as firm and as coun- 
terintuitive as what we find in the Republic; and this is quite consistent, 
for the convictions are in a “digression” explicitly kept out of the ar- 
gument. Arcesilaus, I suggested, must have read the Socratic dialogues 
in this way also. Can we? Here the answer can be brief: no. This point 
can be briefly made, for it is surely not necessary to make it at length. 
Socrates’ methods of arguing in the Socratic dialogues are elusive and 
hard to systematize; they do not always seem the same, and Socratic 
methods are often puzzlingly indirect. But nothing warrants us in find- 
ing such a radical disjunction of argument and conviction as we find in 
the Theaetetus. We must build up the structure of Socratic ethics with 
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caution and allow for flexibility and anomaly, but it is perverse to deny 
that it is there, to see in the early dialogues nothing but positive con- 
viction and unconnected ad hominem argument. 

It is no accident that at several points in reconstructing Arcesilaus’ 
skeptical Socrates I have had to appeal to the Theaetetus. It is plausible 
to see this dialogue as central for Arcesilaus; we can see from the anon- 
ymous commentary on the dialogue that it seems to have been the 
skeptical Academy’s star text, and it seems to be the source of much in 
the direction and concerns of a great deal of Hellenistic epistemology. 
The problems come in reading the Socratic dialogues in the light of the 
Theaetetus, for in them Socrates does not appear as a barren midwife; 
his own ideas stand in a relation to his arguments that is complex and 
elusive but real. There are problems in interpreting the elenchus, but 
they cannot be brushed aside by the thought that there is no problem, 
that we have nothing but ad hominem arguments here, which them- 
selves show nothing systematic about Socrates’ own views. 

All this raises a considerable irony. If Arcesilaus’ skeptical Socrates 
can be found in the Theaetetus, while we cannot read the Theaetetus’ 
methodology back into the early Socratic dialogues, then Arcesilaus has 
failed to show us a skeptical Socrates, but he has shown us a skeptical 
Plato. But he has shown us a skeptical Plato in just the dialogue where 
Plato harks back to the Socratic dialogues. And this leaves us with a 
new twist to the old “Socratic problem”; but that is another story. 


2. Plato and Skepticism 


Cicero in the part of Varro that has been preserved first presents 
Varro putting forward Antiochus’ view of the history of the Old Acad- 
emy. Antiochus, as already stressed above, draws a sharp distinction be- 
tween Socrates, who argued without coming to systematic or positive 
results, and Plato, who did, and who in the Antiochean view was the 
fountainhead of the entire Old Academic, Peripatetic, and Stoic sys- 


"It is at least worth a mention that scholars who emphasize the “literary” aspects of 
the Socratic dialogues are often implicitly accepting something like Arcesilaus’ view, par- 
ticularly if they stress the characters of Socrates’ interlocutors and Socrates’ occasionally 
dubious-seeming ways of arguing. If an argument is ad hominem, then fully to under- 
stand it we must know about what the interlocutor thinks, and focus on the actual moves 
and why they are made, rather than seeing the argument as part of a built-up “Socratic 
ethics.” Much recent focus on “the dialogue form” and treatment of Socratic arguments 
piecemeal with stress on the particular context implicitly revives Arcesilaus’ Socrates. 
The Academy may even have stressed these literary aspects themselves, since we know 
that an interest in oratory developed in the Academy, and Socratic arguments provide 
much material for studying how to (and how not to) convince various types of people. 
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tems, a body of ideas Antiochus proposed to renew and resystematize. 
Cicero begins his reply on behalf of the legitimacy of the skeptical 
Academy by defending Arcesilaus as a genuine Socratic enquirer and 
then, just before the text breaks off, relates him to Plato. He concedes 
that the skeptical Academy can be called the New Academy to contrast 
it with what went before—nonetheless, he says, it can be called old if 
we are prepared to make Plato a member of the Old Academy, for in 
Plato’s books “nothing is assented to; there are many arguments on 
both sides of a question, and on all matters there is much enquiry, but 
nothing firm is said.”*? | 

Cicero is talking about the whole New Academy, from Arcesilaus to 
Carneades (and possibly beyond), but he makes no allusion to the 
Socratic practice that I have argued distinguished Arcesilaus’ methods. 
Rather, he is presenting a Plato who is not, as Antiochus claims, a pro- 
ducer of systematic doctrines but can be seen as a skeptic of a kind, a 
real precursor of the New Academy. We can see from this exchange, 
incomplete as it is, how both dogmatists and skeptics claimed that Plato 
really belonged in their tradition, and what Cicero says indicates how 
the skeptics might have done it. Because the speech breaks off, we can- 
not tell how this kind of claim about Plato was related to the evidence 
about Arcesilaus’ Socratic practice; in any case we shall see that there 
are good reasons for keeping the two separate. 

There are three claims made here: that in Plato’s works nothing is 
assented to, that he often argues on both sides of a question, and that 
he presents enquiry rather than firm statement. How are we to distin- 
guish the first from the third? Most plausibly, the first concerns the 
form of Plato’s writing: claims made in the dialogues are not prefaced 
by expressions of certainty but are put forward with hesitations and 
hedges. The third claims that in fact what is being done in the dia- 
logues is enquiry rather than the putting forward of statements.*° 

These claims reappear in fuller form and with some additions in an 
anonymous Neoplatonist commentator in the school of Olympiodorus, 
who is dated by the editor, L. G. Westerink, to the sixth century A.D. In 
his Introduction to Platonic Philosophy the commentator puts forward and 
discusses five arguments for considering Plato a skeptic. The Neopla- 
tonist commentators in general feel the need to rebut the claim that 
Plato was a skeptic, but usually they do so very briefly, in the course of 
listing the skeptics along with other schools of philosophy in a standard 


2%cuius in libris nihil adfirmatur et in utramque partem multa disseruntur, de om- 
nibus quaeritur, nihil certi dicitur,” Varro 46. 

*°There is some support for this in the way the arguments are organized in the Neo- 
platonist commentator discussed below. 
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introduction to Plato or Aristotle.*'! Further, they seem not very inter- 
ested in skepticism, confusing Academic and Pyrrhonist positions and 
often muddling them in with material about Protagoras and flux from 
the first part of the Theaetetus.*? Anonymous, however, is not only much 
fuller than the others but much clearer; he explicitly mentions the New 
Academy and lays out clearly five arguments that could plausibly have 
been put forward in the New Academy. We should be cautious,®* but 
we should also consider Anonymous an important source on this issue. 
The five arguments are as follows: 


[First,] in his discussion of things, they say, he uses certain adverbs indi- 
cating ambivalence and doubt—such as “probably” and “perhaps” and 
“maybe”; and that is a mark not of one who knows but of one who fails to 
apprehend any precise knowledge. . . . Second, they argue that inasmuch 
as he tries to establish contrary views about the same things, he clearly 
extols inapprehensibility [akatalépsia}**—for example, he tries to establish 
contraries when discussing friendship in the Lysis, temperance in the 
Charmides, piety in the Euthyphro. ... Third, they say that he thinks that 
there is no such thing as knowledge, as is clear from the fact that he re- 
futes every account of knowledge in the Theaetetus, as well as number; how 
can we say that someone like this extols apprehension? .. . Their fourth 
argument is this: if Plato thinks that knowledge is twofold, one sort com- 
ing through perception and the other through thought, and if he says 
that each sort falls down, it is clear that he extols inapprehensibility. For 
he says, “We do not see or hear anything accurately; our senses make er- 
rors”; and again he says of objects of thought that “our soul is entangled 
with this evil, the body, and cannot think of anything.” . .. This is their 


3l Anonymous does so in an introduction to Platonic philosophy; Olympiodorus, 
Ammonius, Elias, Philoponus, and Simplicius all do so in their introductions to Aristo- 
tle’s Categories. 

*?Philoponus calls the founder of the skeptics Pyrrho and does not seem to realize that 
it is the skeptical Academy that is in question. Elias, Ammonius, Philoponus, and Olym- 
piodorus all refer to dkataAnwpta, characteristic of the New Academy. Ammonius, Philo- 
ponus, and Olympiodorus all add considerations about flux that are evidently a con- 
fused reminiscence of the first part of the Theaetetus. Sometimes skepticism is assimilated 
to Protagoreanism, sometimes clearly distinguished from it. Plato’s alleged arguments 
against skepticism often include a “self-refutation” argument deriving from the Theaete- 
tus’ self-refutation argument against Protagoras. Clearly by this period there was little 
serious interest in getting right just what skepticism is. 

“3 Anonymous talks of “the New Academy” and akatalépsia and uses “Academic” cor- 
rectly for “skeptic.” But he also uses €dektekoi, a word employed by the other commen- 
tators for skeptics in general. 

34The Academic skeptics argued against the Stoics, who thought that there could be 
“apprehension” (katdAn wes), which we can take to be knowledge of particular facts (as 
opposed to émcotypy or knowledge proper, systematic understanding of a body of be- 
liefs). What is being ascribed to Plato here is a rebuttal of claims to knowledge (not a 
claim that there is no knowledge). 
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fifth argument: they say that he himself says in his dialogue, “I know 
nothing and I teach nothing; all that I do is raise problems.” See how he 
Says in his own words that he has no apprehension.*® 


There is overlap between Cicero and Anonymous. Both mention the 
arguments that Plato uses expressions appropriate to doubt and hesi- 
tation, and that he argues on both sides of some questions. These are 
the most interesting arguments, and I shall concentrate on them: the 
others can be dismissed more quickly. 

Cicero's third argument is too general to lend itself to detailed dis- 
cussion. He is pointing to a very general feature of the Platonic dia- 
logues: although they are full of very definite and strongly held claims, 
they have two features that distinguish them from most works of phi- 
losophy. They are all in the dialogue form; Plato never speaks in his 
own voice, and so all the dialogues are in form reports of enquiry car- 
ried on by two or more people, not reports of conclusions argued for 
and arrived at by Plato. The total effect is to distance Plato from his 


works, and to present them to us as discussions that are to stimulate us — 


to continue them, rather than as reports of doctrines for us to assim- 
ilate. This is in general true; Plato is certainly different in this regard 
from Epicurus, say. But it is not so clearly true of some of the late di- 
alogues; and it has certainly not stopped generations of scholars and 
philosophers, from the Middle Platonists to Paul Shorey, from finding 
in Plato a system of doctrines. This kind of consideration, then, cannot 
be decisive. , | 

Anonymous’ third argument appeals to the Theaetetus, taken to ex- 
press Platonic rather than distinctively Socratic views. We have already 
seen why the Theaetetus was a star dialogue for skeptical interpretations 
of Plato. But one dialogue on its own, whether taken as Socratic or Pla- 
tonic, cannot determine how we interpret all Plato’s writings. Anony- 
mous himself claims that Plato does not share the assumptions about 
knowledge that the arguments in the Theaetetus rest on—a move found 
tempting, as we have seen, from the Neoplatonists to Cornford (see 
above, note 23). 

The fifth argument appeals to passages in the dialogues where 
Socrates (taken as unproblematically representing Plato) denies that 
he has any knowledge or that he teaches; he merely raises problems. 


**Anon., ed. Westerink, pp. 205-6 Hermann. The translation is that in J. Annas and 
J. Barnes, The Modes of Scepticism (Cambridge, 1986), p. 13, with some additions by Annas. 
The reader should be warned that the position taken in the present essay is a divergence 
by Annas from the Annas-Barnes position on this issue in the book. That position is fur- 
ther defended by H. Maconi in a review of A. M. Ioppolo, Opinione e scienza, in OSAP 6 
(1988): 231-54. 
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Despite the claim to be giving Plato’s own words, Anonymous does not 
give any passage verbatim—though shortly afterward he says that 
“Plato” says that he knows nothing except one small thing, “giving and 
receiving an argument,” by which he means dialectic; and this indicates 
that the passage he mainly has in mind is Theaetetus 161b. There, 
Socrates, asked by Theodorus for a refutation of a statement just made, 
says that he is not a bag of arguments; what goes on in a Socratic con- 
versation is just that Socrates draws out arguments from his interloc- 
utors. The only knowledge he has is this small item, the ability to do 
this.°© Since it is the Theaetetus that is mainly in mind, we can object 
again that we are not entitled to interpret all the dialogues in the light of 
this one. Anonymous cites from other dialogues passages that show that 
dialectic is sometimes conceived of as a way to knowledge, not merely 
as the raising of problems and examination of the views of others. He 
adds the interesting claim that when Socrates says that he knows noth- 
ing he is not denying that he has any knowledge but denying that he 
has the kind that only the gods can have. Measured against the divine 
ideal, he has nothing; but in human terms he can have quite a lot. Re- 
cently Gregory Vlastos defended a similar interpretation of Socrates’ 
profession of ignorance;*’ and possibly Anonymous is extending the 
point to Plato, who in the Timaeus stresses that the account he is giving 
is the best that mortals can do, but far from the exact truth.?® 

The fourth argument seems to have the Phaedo in view, this being 
the dialogue where Plato both disparages the senses most violently and 
expresses most strongly the view that the soul is hindered and clogged 
in its search for philosophical knowledge by its connection with the 
body. The alternative as posed by Anonymous’ source is Hellenistic in 
form, and reminiscent of many of Sextus’ arguments: knowledge must 
come empirically, through the senses, or by thinking, through the soul 
or mind; if neither is feasible, there is no knowledge. But Anonymous 
himself points out intelligently why this posing of the alternatives does 
not capture what Plato is saying, for even in the Phaedo Plato does not 
say that the senses.are cognitively useless; they represent to us the way 
perceived objects are like, all right, and their limitation is that they do 
not on their own convey the essences (ovatat) of things. Knowledge for 
Plato requires grasp of a thing’s essence, and this can be done only by 


€r 


36yà è odåèv Exiotopar MA€OV niv Bpayéoc, öoov Adyov xap’ ETEPOV oogov a- 
Beiv kai &m0d5€Eao8ar petpiws. Anonymous simplifies this to MARV OALyOU tivos, kat 
tovto Tou Aap Paver AGyov kai d:56vat. 

37“Socrates’ Disavowal of Knowledge,” PQ 35 (1985): 1-31. 

38Cf. Ti. 2gb—d. At 4od—e he appeals to the “sons of gods” for the stories about the 
gods; this seems to be ironical, but it turns up, apparently seriously, as a ground for tak- 
ing Plato to be a skeptic, at Diogenes Laertius 9.72. 
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thought. In the Phaedo this is the task of the mind when it is “purified” 
and freed from the body, and Plato stresses the difficulty of doing this; 
but he is setting the standards for knowledge high, not denying that it 
can ever be attained. (We could say the same of the programme of Re- 
public 5—7. Plato is sketching an ideal of knowledge that nobody, as 
things are, will in fact attain. We can see how the skeptical Academy 
might put stress on this latter point and take Plato’s message to us to be 
that the best we can ever achieve is to carry on enquiring. But it is 
equally legitimate to take the force of these books to be that since there 
is knowledge, we should strive for the ideal conditions in which we 
could come near to attaining it.) 

The two most interesting arguments are the two that Cicero and 
Anonymous share. Of course the more surprising is the argument that 
Plato is a skeptic because he often argues to establish both sides of an 
issue. What is in question is a familiar skeptical strategy. The skeptic 
picks on an interlocutor’s rash assertion that something is F. He argues 
convincingly against it being F. Then he argues equally convincingly for 
its being F. The interlocutor is thus brought to a state of “equipollence” 
(tooo8€vera): every ground for holding it to be F is matched by an 
equally strong ground for holding it to be not-F. The result is epoché, 
suspension of judgment: the interlocutor finds that as a matter of fact 
he can now no longer assert either that it is F or that it is not-F; he has 
become detached from any commitment on the matter (even if it still 
appears to him more plausible that it is F). The skeptic’s aim is to do this 
for every case of rash assent (his own included).?° 

But how could anyone ascribe this mode of arguing to Plato? In the 
Socratic dialogues Socrates often reduces his interlocutor to baffle- 
ment, admission of defeat, or silence but never to suspension of judg- 
ment. However, the argument here does not particularly concern the 
Socratic dialogues, and the key is to be found in the form of words that 
the skeptic uses to describe the results of argument. The skeptic in a 
state of equipollence declares that the thing is “no more F than not-F”; 
he makes it clear that he is not making a claim about the thing, saying 
that it is both, or neither; he is simply recording his own mental con- 
dition of equipollence on the matter. The skeptic uses the phrase “no 
more” (où wahdov) in a skeptical sense (cf. Sex. Emp. Pyr. 1.188—91). 

Plato sometimes uses the ou mallon description of the upshot of an 
argument (Tht. 182e10, 181e5—7; Meno 78e6; Rep. 340b3—5); but it 
cannot be given the skeptical reading, for Plato is describing not equi- 
pollence but the result that the thing in question has been shown to be 
not-F. But he does recognize skeptical argument to equipollence, and 


39 : l 
On these features of skeptical reasoning, see Annas and Barnes (above, note 35). 
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the use of “no more F than not-F” to describe the result. He does not, 
however, describe it approvingly. In Republic. 7, discussing the undesir- 
able effects of premature practice of dialectic, he says that if you get 
used to refuting people too soon, you will acquire the view that any- 
thing is “no more fine than foul, and the same with just and good and 
whatever else is esteemed” (538d6—e2). Plato finds it dangerous to 
think, as the Pyrrhonist skeptics at least later did, that on any matter 
one should expect the arguments pro and con to come out even. 
Thinking this, for Plato, makes you irresponsible, aggressive, and neg- 
ative in argument. 

However, this happens when you do dialectic too soon, with the wrong 
attitudes. Finding that there is as much to be said con as pro can be 
salutary; for, as we find in a famous passage of Republic 7 (523-25), 
some things stir the mind to think while others do not. Our experience 
never reports that a finger is also the opposite of a finger, and so we are 
not stirred to wonder what a finger is. But some concepts do—and the 
concepts that have this desirable feature of getting us to start thinking 
are those that have opposites, precisely because it is only in these cases 
that we can find that there is as much to be said for a thing’s being 
not-F as for its being F. It is when something “is seen to be no more one 
than many” that we think and ask ourselves what is one, and what ts 
many. It turns out, then, that equipollence can be no bad thing—the 
resulting intellectual discomfort stirs us to think in a way that leads us 
out of the original problem. The premature dialectician is wrong not in 
arguing to equipollence but in remaining satisfied with the resulting 
discomfort rather than enquiring farther. : 

On this point no ancient skeptic would disagree with Plato; as 
stressed, ancient skeptics are enquirers and think that finding difficul- 
ties should stir us to enquire more.*” The skeptic parts company only 
when Plato announces what the mind discovers—intellectually grasp- 
able essences or forms that, when we understand them, take the sting 
out of the original problem as to the “contradictions in perception.” 
For the skeptic, this is the typical fault of dogmatism: giving up too 
soon, staying complacently satisfied when there are further problems 
to enquire into. But for Plato, insistence on further enquiry, when one 
has found intellectually satisfying results, is immature; it is to avoid just 
this that he insists that the guardians do years of study before launch- 
ing on to dialectic. So though we can find Plato arguing to equipol- 
lence, it is not for him, as it is for the skeptics, part of an ongoing 
enquiry; it is limited to cases where the senses provide grounds for 
equipollence, and it leads us to use our minds to grasp forms. In keep- 


40In a way compatible with suspending judgment on the original problem, of course. 
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ing with this, when he uses the form of words “no more F than not-F,” 
he does not, unlike his premature dialecticians, give it the skeptical 
reading: things that are no more F than not-F are both F and not-F, a 
cognitive deficiency not shared by forms. Burying one’s parents is no 
more fine than foul—that is, it is both (Hip. ma. 293b5—8); shame is no 
more good than bad—that is, it is both (Chrm. 161b1—2); the many 
beautifuls, justs, and so on at Republic 5, 47ga—b are no more beautiful 
than ugly, just than unjust, and so on—that is, they are both, and belief 
or óa is the state of mind of finding them to be both. 

The so-called argument from opposites has attracted a great deal of 
attention in recent Platonic scholarship, and much attention has been 
paid to the fact that in the passages where Plato argues for forms he 
does so from the inadequacies, in their application to empirical things, 
of terms that have opposites. One result of this is that forms will be 
generated only for terms that have opposites; yet Plato nowhere wel- 
comes or even recognizes such a limitation. The role of opposites in 
these passages becomes more comprehensible, I think, if we see Plato 
as making a nonskeptical application of a form of argument that, if ap- 
plied in a different spirit, leads to equipollence and suspension of judg- 
ment—as indeed we find it doing in later skeptics like Sextus.*! 

However, our result is that while Plato does sometimes argue on both 
sides of an issue and even urge that we be led to equipollence, this has 
no tendency to show him to be a skeptic; he rejects the skeptical atti- 
tude to this kind of argument and uses it in his own case to establish the 
conclusion that there are forms that the mind can grasp—a quintes- 
sentially dogmatic conclusion. Thus members of the skeptical Academy 
were on weak ground here: they were pointing to a form of argument 
shared by Plato and by the skeptics but not to any real community of 
application. We find here a skeptical root of Plato’s major metaphysical 
claim, something certainly of interest and arguably often neglected, 
but we do not find a skeptical Plato. 

The final argument appears, in Anonymous’ version, initially puz- 
zling. First, it seems to ignore the obvious: Plato’s works are in dialogue 
form, and expressions of doubt indicate the interlocutor’s attitude, not 
Plato’s. We are presumably to take him to refer to Socrates’ statements 
and to have in mind the middle and later dialogues, where Socrates is 
represented as putting forward definite and positive statements, but 
usually with some disclaimer of this kind. Why, however, should such 


41I have, in considering this argument, freely used Pyrrhonist sources, since they are 
the only informative ones. We know that among the Academic skeptics Arcesilaus at least 
argued to epoché, and it has been argued by Couissin (above, note 10) that the Academy 
was the source of the notion of suspension of judgment, but it is not clear exactly how it 
fits in with known Academy practice. I have therefore used the explicit and lucid account 
of equipollence and suspension in Sextus. 
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qualifications as “probably” and “perhaps” show that Plato is a skeptic 
of any kind? Surely a dogmatist can qualify his claims without becom- 
ing a skeptic? 

Once again we find that skeptics made a distinctive use of these 
phrases. Sextus tells us that the skeptic uses phrases like these not 
merely to qualify an assertion and make it more modest, as a dogmatist 
would, but rather to indicate that the skeptic is not really asserting any- 
thing but merely indicating what appears to him to be the case, but 
without commitment to its truth.” That is why I have taken Anony- 
mous’ first argument, about the use of certain phrases, to be the same 
as the first point mentioned in Cicero, that in Plato nothing is asserted; 
use of certain words indicates skepticism only if the words are used to 
convey a skeptical detachment from what is put forward. This argu- 
ment, then, amounts to the claim that however dogmatic in content are 
statements that we can find in Plato, they are put forward with quali- 
fications that distance the speaker (and author, here fused) from com- 
mitment to their truth. 

Is there anything in this claim about Plato? It seems clearly aimed at 
the middle and later, rather than the Socratic, dialogues, since only in 
the former does Socrates put forward definite and positive statements 
that look like Platonic doctrine. It is certainly true that we find this 
kind of verbal qualification, and the bolder the metaphysical claim, the 
more insistent the qualification. In the Phaedo, for example, Socrates 
never says that he know that the soul is immortal; he puts this forward 
as the thesis that has stood up best to argument and that he cannot 
help accepting as true, even though he never convinces all the inter- 
locutors. In the Republic the account of the Form of the Good, and with 
it the ambitious metaphysical sketch of the central books, is said by 
Socrates to be only his own poor and inadequate beliefs on the subject, 
far from knowledge (506 b—d). 

But is Plato indicating skeptical detachment, or merely a modest atti- 
tude to doctrine? Certainly Anonymous retorts that Plato employs these 
expressions for accuracy, not to indicate real hesitation; and this was in 
general the Neoplatonist response, especially as regards the Phaedo.** 
In the absence of other, unmistakable signs that an author is a skeptic, 
use of these expressions is surely most naturally taken to indicate not 
detachment from the content of what is asserted but simply a qualifi- 


42Sext. Emp. Pyr. 1.194—95. Sextus cites the expressions Taya, é€Eeot, and evdéxetar; 
Anonymous, the expressions elkéc, tows, and TX’ ÓS oiua. Again I am using a Pyrrhon- 
ist source to illuminate Academic practice, for lack of good Academic sources on this; I 
do not think it misleading. . 

48Qlympiodorus in his commentary on Phaedo 69ds, tells us that Ammonius wrote a 
monograph on this passage to refute the idea that Socrates is really in doubt about the 
soul. In his note on 72d7 Olympiodorus repeats the point that Socrates’ expressions of 
doubt do not express real doubt on the issue. 
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cation of a modest kind, either as to things being exactly as claimed or 
as to one’s certainty on the topic. If there were such powerful indepen- 
dent arguments for the Plato of the middle dialogues really being a 
skeptic, then the well-marked hesitation of Socrates when coming out 
with strong metaphysical statements could be taken in a way consistent 
with skepticism. Plato would then be seen as an enquirer, who works 
out various positions by argument and puts them forward not as fixed 
doctrines for pupils to learn but as what seems the best position 
reached by argument so far. The qualifications would indicate that 
however convinced Socrates is of the soul’s immortality or the impor- 
tance of the Good, these positions are provisional, in that the argument 
is still going on: Socrates puts forward one side but is aware that there 
are difficulties that can be raised on the other. The dialogues, even the 
“metaphysical” ones, do not present us with doctrines but invite us to 
continue the arguments. This is undoubtedly an attractive picture of 
Plato’s middle dialogues (and one that in fact has more influence on 
the actual philosophical activity of most modern scholars than the doc- 
trinal Plato). But it cannot on its own convince us to read Plato this way. 
We can see how the skeptical Academy, especially when it had estab- 
lished a long tradition of nondoctrinal philosophical activity, would 
read Plato this way, to bring him into their own tradition (although in 
fact they did not continue Plato’s own arguments very much, as far as 
we know; they concentrated on contemporary philosophy, and on ar- 
guing with their own most powerful contemporaries, the Stoics). But 
we, with no such motive, are not likely to find this the best reading of 
the Phaedo and the Republic.** 

The reasonable conclusion, then, is that the arguments in Cicero and 
Anonymous are too weak or inconclusive to make it plausible to read 
Plato as a skeptic. We can see the lines on which the skeptical Academy 
read Plato’s middle and later dialogues; and while they emphasize a 
stimulus to further enquiry, and a qualification of his claims, which are 
often missed in studying Plato, the interpretation is just not plausible 
as an attempt to show that Plato is never dogmatic, never wants us to 
accept doctrines that he has argued for. Here Sextus appears to be 
right (Pyr. 1.221—23): to show that Plato is a skeptic one has to show 
that he never puts forward doctrines, and that is an implausible posi- 
tion. Showing that here and there he advocates further enquiry, or that 
he hedges his claims, is not to the point. 


**This is not to say, of course, that we must read Plato as simply enquiring, or simply 
reporting doctrines. Any sensitive reading of the Phaedo will find in it the stimulus to 
further examination of the issues. But it will also find much that Plato is committed to; 
and a skeptical reading has to make Plato consistently reject presentation of doctrine. 
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There is one further point of interest about this final argument, 
however. It turns up in a confrontation between the late Academy and 
Antiochus; and we can see how it is compatible with a weaker form of 
skepticism than that of Arcesilaus. Arcesilaus’ version of Socratic prac- 
tice involves detachment from all beliefs; but by the time of the late 
Academy under Philo Academics had, by dint of constant argument on 
various issues, settled into the view that some positions were more 
strongly supported by argument than others: continued debate just did 
not turn up as good considerations on the other side. An Academic 
skeptic could thus take the line that some beliefs were more convincing 
or plausible than others, in the sense that any reasonable person, ex- 
posed to all the arguments, would come down on their side rather than 
on that of the opposite. But it now became hard to distinguish this kind 
of modified skeptic from a suitably modest and qualified dogmatist, 
who put forward his claims with the backing of powerful argument, but 
without claiming that they were certainly true. In this situation the 
only thing that distinguished a skeptic from a Stoic, say, on some topic, 
was that the former would insist that despite finding the position con- 
vincing and supported by the best available argument, he would still 
detach himself from commitment to its truth—something that even 
the most modest Stoic would not do. In this context the skeptics’ use of 
expressions to distance themselves from commitment to the truth of 
what they asserted would acquire a special importance. And it may be 
that the ascription of this skeptical use of expressions of doubt to Plato 
represents the weaker skepticism of the late Academy under Philo. 
While it is consistent with Arcesilaus’ revival of Socratic method, it does 
not seem to belong in the same climate of skepticism. And, while dat- 
ing or even tracing developments in the skeptical Academy is hazard- 
ous, it at least appears to me to be the case that the skeptical Academy 
began with a return to a skeptical version of Socratic practice, and that 
it was probably only later, when their skepticism had become consid- 
erably mitigated, that they claimed the Plato of the middle dialogues as 
a skeptical ancestor. 

In conclusion, we have found that the skeptical Academy’s attempt to 
see itself as the true heir of Plato was not silly or farfetched; it made 
sense of both skepticism and Plato. But it is in the end too selective to 
be convincing as a reading of Plato as a whole; and it is more com- 
plex and involves more varied conceptions of skepticism than some- 
times thought.*” 


45 distant ancestor of this essay was read at an Oxford seminar that Jonathan Barnes 
and I gave. Since then it has gone through many versions; parts of some of these were 
read at the University of Texas, the Los Angeles area colloquium in ancient philosophy 
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I wrote the paper that eventually became “Plato the Skeptic” in 
1985, and over the years since then I have noticed a definite shift in its 
reception, from bafflement at the very idea of conjoining “Plato” and 
“skeptic” to a readier acceptance of the idea that one strand in the Pla- 
tonic tradition might have been a skeptical one. This has been due 
partly to the diffusion of improved understanding of ancient skepti- 
cism and partly to an increased willingness, on the part of scholars, to 
take seriously a variety of approaches to Plato. One aspect of the latter 
has been a greater readiness to open up “the Socratic question” and to 
take seriously perspectives on Socrates other than Plato’s. One result of 
this, in turn, is that we can achieve a better understanding of both 
Socrates and the Hellenistic schools, by noting what happens in cases 
where a Hellenistic movement of thought, like the skeptics or Stoics or 
Cynics, takes as a model Socrates, as distinguished from, or even op- 
posed to, Plato. In the case of the Academic skeptics the matter is com- 
plex and difficult, and Christopher Shields’s essay is a welcome con- 
tribution to the debate that is improving our understanding of these 
intellectual links. 

Shields is sympathetic to the case that we can plausibly motivate 
Arcesilaus’ claim to be in the tradition of Socrates, for we can see why 
Arcesilaus could reasonably claim to find, in Socratic practice, the idea 
that philosophy consists in continued enquiry, in the habit of arguing 
ad hominem (that is, arguing from the opponent’s premises rather 
than from a substantial position of his own), and in the striking absence 
of any attempt to argue systematically from or to Socrates’ substantial 
moral beliefs. Here we get a complication, however; Shields focuses on 
the Socratic dialogues, explicitly leaving out of account “the clearly 
post-Socratic Theaetetus” (his note 8). However, if one does this, then it 
is hardly surprising that Socrates’ practice looks somewhat different 
from the explicitly skeptical procedure of Arcesilaus, for, as I stress in 
my essay, in the Socratic dialogues Socrates, while not in the process of 
developing a system of his moral beliefs, does not appear to be com- 
mitted to a clear separation between positive position and negative 


(Pomona), and the Berkeley conference in ancient philosophy. I am most grateful to the 
audiences on all these occasions for comments, and also to Jonathan Barnes, Lesley 
Brown, Myles Burnyeat, Alan Code, Stephen Everson, Gail Fine, and James Lesher. My 
greatest debt is to Gregory Vlastos, whose extensive and generous comments stimulated 
much reshaping and great improvement, and whose discussions greatly deepened my 
sense of what is at stake in the attempt to see Plato as part of a skeptical tradition. What- 
ever value the paper has is due to him. 
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argument.*° “Socratic ethics” is as difficult as it is because the reader of 
the dialogues tends to feel impelled to systematize the Socratic theses 
in some way, and furthermore to feel that one purpose of the dialogue 
form is to impel the reader to do just this.*” 

In the Theaetetus, on the other hand, we do find unmistakable in- 
dications that separation of negative argument and positive position 
is explicitly part of a deliberate methodology. Socrates is the barren 
midwife; he consistently refuses to be drawn on his own views in an ar- 
gument, limiting himself to drawing out and criticizing those of The- 
aetetus, and in the “digression” he heavily underlines the point that 
the positive views he puts forward are not part of the argument. If one 
thought that Socratic practice led to a position that was recognizably 
skeptical and recognizably Socratic, one would surely see the Theaetetus 
as the place where this position can be found. Socrates is not here com- 
mitted to holding any strong methodological positions of his own, but 
he is surely committed to a position that quite clearly severs doctrine 
from argument and impels the reader to continue the argument rather 
than to systematize doctrine. The members of the Academy seem to 
have concentrated on the Theaetetus,*® and it is surely reasonable to re- 
gard the Theaetetus as giving them their picture of Socratic practice, 
against which they measured their own. 

But we cannot, of course, take the Theaetetus to be evidence for So- 
cratic practice without opening up “the Socratic question.” Shields does 
not consider the Theaetetus, because it is “clearly post-Socratic,” thus 
apparently taking the view that the Socratic dialogues are evidence for 
the views of the historical Socrates, whereas later dialogues are evi- 
dence rather for the different views of Plato. This would undoubtedly 
be regarded as an uncontroversial approach by many scholars. 

I would myself stress that while the Theaetetus is without a doubt a 
later dialogue, it is equally clearly a Socratic dialogue; Plato has delib- 
erately harked back to the format and style of the earlier Socratic di- 
alogues. This surely has something to do with the fact that in the 
Theaetetus Socrates appears not as the devotee of collection and divi- 
sion, nor as the exponent of elaborate metaphysical ideas, but as the 
barren midwife. The later dialogue gives us Plato’s later thoughts 


4°This is the basis of Vlastos’ reservations about there being a real intellectual link be- 
tween Socrates and Arcesilaus. 

47However, there are many deep problems in doing this, problems to which the dia- 
logues do not themselves indicate solutions. How, for example, are we to combine the 
thesis that virtue is a skill with the thesis that virtue is sufficient for happiness? Which 
thesis are we to pick, if any, as the Socratic refutand of the Hippias minor? How seriously 
does Socrates take the hedonism in the Protagoras? And so on. 

**Judging from the comment of the anonymous commentator; see above. 
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about Socratic methodology, and they are presented as a development 
of the earlier methodology in a way that collection and division, say, 
are not. If we think that the Socratic dialogues give us a reliable ac- 
count of the views of the historical Socrates, then the Theaetetus gives us 
Plato’s view of a direction in which Socrates’ methodology might go. If 
we are not so sanguine about distinguishing Socratic from Platonic el- 
ements in Plato, then we can take it that both the earlier dialogues and 
the later give us Plato’s interpretation of one way that Socrates’ meth- 
odology might develop. Either way, the Theaetetus gives us a statement 
by Plato about Socratic method that is more radical than what we find 
in the Socratic dialogues. And, whether we, like the anonymous com- 
mentator on the dialogue, take this to hold for Plato as well as for 
Socrates, or not, we certainly find a methodology that can reasonably 
be called skeptical; ad hominem argument and refusal to argue to or 
from one’s own position are here at the level of self-conscious method. 
I would, then, take it to be the Theaetetus that Arcesilaus might legiti- 
mately have in mind as an expression of Socratic method, even though 
it is more radical than the Socratic dialogues; and the Theaetetus can 
certainly be interpreted in a skeptical way. 

There remains, however, one large problem in particular, on which 
Shields focuses much of his essay: some of our evidence ascribes epoché 
to Arcesilaus, and this is a definitely un-Socratic feature.*? According 
to Shields, Arcesilaus is committed to (E), the principle that all judg- 
ment should be suspended. This is a straightforward normative prin- 
ciple and at once raises the question of what Arcesilaus’ grounds were 
for holding it, and how he could hold it consistently with his skepticism. 
According to Shields, (E) is grounded by (U), the principle that every- 
thing is “undiscerned” (not reliably ascertained), and is held as a 
second-order judgment whose objects are various first-order judg- 
ments. Shields gives an interesting defense of the claim that what dis- 
tinguishes Arcesilaus’ position is precisely his holding of these general 
principles; for it is this that enables him to go beyond Socrates’ case- 
by-case procedure to develop general skeptical strategies. Arcesilaus has 
reason to believe in advance that his dogmatic opponents will fail; he 
“can and does expect his opponents to join him in epoché.” 

One point can be raised even before we focus on the status of epoché 
itself. This position makes Socrates more of a genuine skeptikos or en- 
quirer than Arcesilaus; whatever the form one’s general regulative 
principles take, they certainly provide a set of substantial prior con- 
straints on the way that one will enquire. They do not, of course, pre- 


491 emphasize this myself (above, note 9), pp. 106—8, in a discussion review of lop- 
polo’s Opinione e scienza (above, note 9). 
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vent enquiry, but it is a little hard to see why, on this view, Cicero 
should represent the Academy as continuing the Platonic tireless 
search for truth.5? Commitment to (E) goes far beyond the mere rec- 
ognition that there are a number of obstacles to enquiry, as Cicero ad- 
mits. Socrates is on this view the one who is not committed beforehand 
to judging that the outcome of enquiry and debate must come out one 
way rather than another. 

Shields is right to press the point about epoché, however. Much of our 
evidence about Arcesilaus ascribes epoché to him. But does this compel 
us to hold that he held the normative principle (E)? This is not so clear. 
Sextus’ evidence is suspect here, since he regularly contrasts Pyrrhonist 
with Academic skepticism in a way that misrepresents the latter. Even 
Shields’s star passage, Cicero’s description in his own person of Arcesi- 
laus’ “innovations” at Varro 43—46, seems to me less than conclusive. 
Arcesilaus is represented as maintaining that one “should” (oportere) 
not assent; but this need mean only that suspension of judgment is 
what will in fact follow, if (of course) one follows the argument through 
properly. Similarly elliptical references to suspension of judgment are 
common in Sextus, and it would be wrong to conclude on the basis of 
them that Sextus is committed to something like (E). Further, epoché is 
introduced, whatever its status, on the basis of the claim that nothing 
can be reliably known; but in the context this looks less like Arcesilauis’ 
own claim than like a response to the position of Zeno, which is just 
said to have started the Academic debate in the first place. Again, Sex- 
tus offers numerous passages where the skeptic appears at first to be 
committed to a position, but where closer inspection shows that this is 
really half of a dialectical argument whose other side is being taken for 
granted in the context. So this passage does not seem to me to support 
the claim that Arcesilaus endorsed (E) as a substantial principle. 

In what way, then, was Arcesilaus committed to epoché? I am still in- 
clined to believe that as the result of argumentative practice he found 
himself accepting that equipollence and suspension of judgment in fact 
came about, for those whe: owes through the argument and were 
not blinkered by doctrine.°! Thus any assertions of his about epoché 
would presumably be like the apparent assertions about his own and 
others’ assents, which he ascribed to the effects of nature, in the ab- 
sence of rational grounds.” Nature here seems to play the role that the 
Pyrrhonists assign to the appearances: it is what explains our acting in 
the absence of belief that things are a certain way. If this is the status of 


50Luc. 7; see above. 
°'See Annas (above, note 9), pp. 106-8. 
52D, L. 4.36. 
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Arcesilaus’ acceptance of epoché, then clearly it does not have to be 
grounded on anything like a belief that everything is undiscerned. Nor 
does Arcesilaus face a problem of consistency. His attacks on the Stoics 
will be not be “motivated by a philosophical argument about the pos- 
sibility of knowledge” but rather will be the product of irritation by 
dogmatic pretensions, as Socrates was irritated by the sophists. 

It remains true that epoché is an un-Socratic idea, and that despite 
much scholarship it is hard to decide what is its likely original home. 
Both Pyrrho and the Stoa have been suggested as the sources of epoché 
for Arcesilaus; that this is possible says much about the state of the ev- 
idence. Further, Shields is clearly right to insist that there are difficul- 
ties in the idea that one can accept a principle in a way that is weaker 
than believing it but stronger than merely doing what does in fact con- 
form to it. I do not think that the problem is insuperable for the Aca- 
demics, although I think that the use that the Pyrrhonists make of 
the contrast between being and appearing is more effective in this 
context.” And finally, Shields is surely correct in insisting that the tra- 
ditional choice between Arcesilaus the closet dogmatist and Arcesilaus 
the mere dialectician is too simplistic. There are, as he points out, more 
possibilities, and further discussion is bound to take account of these. 
Shields’s discussion takes us farther into the puzzle of the skeptical 
Academy, and the way in which, in a very changed philosophical cli- 
mate, they harked back to Socrates as their intellectual forebear. 


53R. Bett, “Carneades’ Distinction between Assent and Approval,” Monist 73 (1990): 
3—20, indicates some responses that could be made to the type of criticism that Shields 
offers. 
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“How Arcesilaus and Carneades could have associated their system- 
atic adherence to ėxoyń with Socrates’ ringing affirmations we shall 
never know: our information about them is all too scant.” So claims 
Gregory Vlastos.' Yet Arcesilaus evidently looks to Socratic dialectic 
and to Socratic avowals of ignorance as legitimating sources of his own 
extreme skepticism. Indeed, according to Cicero, Arcesilaus views Soc- 
rates as his primary source of skeptical inspiration:? “Arcesilaus first 
drew this particular lesson most powerfully from various books of Plato 
and from Socrates’ talk: nothing is certain” (Cic. De or. 3.67; cf. Fin. 2.2, 
5.10; Acad. 1.44ff.; Nat. d. 1.11). When looking at the Socrates of Pla- 
to’s early dialogues,’ however, Vlastos and others find only a Socrates 


'Socrates: Ironist and Moral Philosopher (Ithaca, N.Y., 1991), p. 5. Vlastos is responding 
both to Grote, who had accepted Cicero’s linkage of Arcesilaus and Carneades to 
Socrates, and to his earlier self, who thought Socrates’ method of investigation “quite 
compatible with suspended judgment as to the material truth of any of its conclusions.” 
For Vlastos’ earlier views, see especially his introduction to Plato’s Protagoras, trans. B. 
Jowett, rev. M. Ostwald (Indianapolis, 1956), p. xxxi. See also G. Grote, Plato and Other 
Companions of Socrates (London, 1865), 1:239. 

?His more proximate sources of inspiration must surely have been Timon and, 
through him, Pyrrho. For an overview of the lines of transmission, see D. N. Sedley, “The 
Protagonists,” in Doubt and Dogmatism (Oxford, 1980), pp. 1—19. 

3I accept the conventional picture of the early or “Socratic” dialogues as including the 
Apology, the Euthyphro, the Charmides, the Laches, the Lysis, the Hippias minor, the Euthy- 
demus, the Gorgias, and the Jon. I also accept the Hippias major, sometimes thought to be 
spurious, as early. I sometimes cite evidence from the Protagoras and the Meno, which I 
regard as transitional dialogues, but which therefore touch base in important respects 
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unwilling to claim certain knowledge on his own behalf, and not one 
unwilling to embrace a form of elenctic propositional knowledge.* Ac- 
cording to such critics, when Socrates insists that he has no knowledge, 
he means only that he has no knowledge of a specifiable sort:> perhaps 
he has no certain knowledge, no expert knowledge,” or no knowledge 
within a particular sphere of inquiry, such as moral theory. This would 
be compatible with his nevertheless having knowledge of other sorts: 
perhaps he knows some things without being certain of them, has the 
sort of knowledge nonexperts can have, or indeed has no knowledge of 


moral matters, even though he has knowledge in subjects other than. 


morality, perhaps psychology or logic. Such a Socrates is not a skeptic, 
or at least not the sort of skeptic Arcesilaus advertises himself to be. If 
this is correct, and if Cicero is right to attribute Socratic inspiration to 
him, then the suggestion lies near that Arcesilaus relies on Socrates 
only disingenuously, that he misrepresents the historical Socrates in an 
effort to forge a philosophical lineage where none exists. 

This at any rate seems to be the view some of Arcesilaus’ contempo- 
raries took of the matter. In an anti-Epicurean tract dedicated to re- 
futing the principal arguments of Epicurus’ pupil Colotes, Plutarch 
defends Arcesilaus against the charge of promoting himself as trading 
in novelties: 


e 


6 & `Apkeoihaog toooŬtov unéder tod kawotouias ti SdEaV d&yanav 
kav únronorrola í (tt) THV naharwv Mote EyKaAE LV TOUS TATE GOLOTAS STL 
mpootpipetar Lwkpater kai WAdtwve kat Mappevidy kaè ‘Hpakheitw tà 
nepi thg noys Sdypata Kai ts dkatadnwiacs obdSév ðeouévoic, GAD 
oiov åàvaywyhyv kaè BeBaiwow adtav eis &vipac évd5dEous norovpevoc. 


But Arcesilaus was so far from welcoming a reputation as an innovator or 
as assuming something from the ancients that contemporary wise men 
charged that he inflicted’ his views about suspension [epoché] and the lack 


with the earlier Socratic dialogues. The Socratic dialogues comprise a thematically re- 
lated family, characterized chiefly by their preoccupation with ethical matters and their 
aporetic character. It is precisely this aporetic character that at least initially lends cre- 
dence to a picture of Socrates as skeptical. 

4G. Vlastos, “Socrates’ Disavowal of Knowledge,” PQ 35 (1985): 1-31. 

5I do not here entertain the irrefutable (but I believe utterly implausible) suggestion 
that Socratic avowals of ignorance are without exception simply intended as ironic. Nor 
do I entertain the much more plausible suggestion that Socrates engages in “complex 
irony” of the sort Vlastos (above, note 1) attributes to him. See Vlastos, chap. 1 and ad- 
ditional note 1.1. 

For this sort of view, see P. Woodruff, “Expert Knowledge in the Apology and Laches: 
What a General Needs to Know,” PBACAP (1987): 79—115. 

7The sophists, in this rendering, accuse him of “inflicting” (prostribein) his views on the 
ancients; this term might more neutrally be rendered as “imparted” or “attached”; Ein- 
arson and De Lacy have “foisted” in the Loeb (Plutarch’s Moralia 14.277). They are jus- 
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of cataleptic assent on Socrates, Plato, Parmenides, and Heraclitus, al- 
though they needed nothing [of the sort]; but Arcesilaus wanted to make 
his view secure by referring it back to reputable men. (Adv. Col. 1121e— 
11224) 


Does Arcesilaus misleadingly or even disingenuously attempt to “se- 
cure” his view by casting it back to the ancients? 

It would certainly be a mistake to condemn Arcesilaus too quickly, 
particularly with respect to potential Socratic inspiration. Arcesilaus’ 
claims surely find some root in Socrates’ repeated professions of igno- 
rance, or at least in his repeated tendency to highlight his own 
epistemic inadequacies. Thus Socrates says rather directly in the Meno: 
“I do not know anything about virtue” (71b3). Elsewhere Socrates of- 
fers a remark we might have expected from Arcesilaus himself. In the 
Gorgias, Socrates informs Callicles: “I do not say what I say as one who 
knows” but rather as one merely searching along with others (506a3—6; 
cf. 509a4—6).? Moreover, Plato’s Socrates does not mirror in every de- 
tail the Socrates we find represented in other quarters of the doxog- 
raphy, most notably in Xenophon. The complaint of a disingenuous 
Arcesilaus, as mooted, relies on a specific reading of the early Platonic 
dialogues, without reference to other strands of the Socratic tradition. 

Even so, there is ample reason to suppose that Arcesilaus would have 
relied most heavily on Plato’s dialogues for his picture of Socrates; "° 
and I am doubtful that non-Platonic sources portray a more stridently 


tified in the more trenchant choice, since the context is almost certain to have been 
reproachful and antagonistic. In any case, according to Plutarch, some of Arcesilaus’ con- 
temporaries read him as attributing epoché to Socrates. 

8I have learned this lesson best from Julia Annas. See her “Platon le sceptique,” Revue 
de métaphysique et de morale 2 (1990): 267—91. Annas concludes: “we have discovered that 
the attempt of the skeptical Academy to think of itself as Plato’s authentic heir was nei- 
ther stupid nor far-fetched; there was sense to it with regard to skepticism as well as with 
regard to Plato. In the final analysis, it is too selective to constitute a convincing reading 
of Plato in his entirety, but it is more complex and it takes in more varied conceptions of 
skepticism than we used to think.” Annas discusses the Platonic corpus more fully than 
I have undertaken here, considering in some detail, for example, the clearly post- 
Socratic Theaetetus; 1 will concentrate my remarks on her section “Socrate et le scepti- 
cisme,” pp. 268-81. Although I have not been entirely persuaded by her case, our final 
views have much in common, and my own thinking on Arcesilaus’ relation to Socrates is 
deeply indebted to her excellent discussion. 1 thank her for allowing me to see her essay 
in manuscript form. 

For a review of the main evidence concerning Socrates’ avowals of ignorance, see 
Vlastos (above, note 1), pp. 21—44, 82—86. 

Diogenes at any rate reports Arcesilaus as having acquired Plato’s books (D.L. 4.32), 
and a broad education within the Platonic tradition would certainly have been required 
for his election to succeed Crates as head of the Academy. For a succinct, compelling 
account of Arcesilaus’ relation to Socrates that focuses primarily on the Socrates in Pla- 
to’s dialogues, see A. A. Long, “Socrates in Hellenistic Philosophy,” CQ n.s. 38 (1988): 
150-71 at pp. 156—60. 
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skeptical Socrates than we have in Plato himself.'! In any case, there 
remains the independent question of whether Plato’s Socrates taken in 
isolation from other portions of the doxography, actually manifests th 

skeptical qualities Arcesilaus is claimed to have attributed to him. I will 
focus on two related questions. First, we must ask whether the Sodrai 

of Plato’s early dialogues practices a brand of Arcesilaun ske aei 
Then, if, as I will argue, he does not, we have a further A i 
Arcesilaus to be convicted on the charge of misrepresentation his Aoa 
temporaries leveled against him? I will argue that the complexity of 
this second question precludes any simple answer.!? On the aes I 
will offer, Socratic skepticism is far more limited in its goals and results 
than Arcesilaun skepticism. We accordingly cannot regard Arcesilaus 
in any straightforward sense as taking up the mantle of Socratic dia- 
lectic. Still, this observation falls short of any charge of misrepresen- 
tation. Although Socratic dialectic does not license the eae form 
of skepticism Arcesilaus practices, it does not follow that Arcesilaus has 
simply misunderstood or misconstrued the character of that dialectic 

Rather, he selectively focuses on certain strands in Socratic practice 
and develops them in the interscholastic dialectical context of his own 
day. I therefore disagree with Vlastos’ insistence that we will never 
know how Arcesilaus could associate his adherence to epoché with Soc- 
rates. Although agreeing with him that Socrates never practices Arcesi- 
laun skepticism—or anything approaching it—I nevertheless believe 
there isa wholly plausible account of how Arcesilaus could legitimatel 

view his own methodology as developing from Socratic dialectic. My 


''Some evidence for this conclusion can be found in 
ncl J. Glucker, Antiochus and the L 

eaten Hypomnemata 56 (Göttingen, 1978), pp. 31—64. In what follows I am indebted 

ucker’s study and to H.-J. Kramer, Platonismus und hellenistische Philosophie (Berlin 
1971). Krämer endeavors to establish that Arcesilaus derives much of his dialectical 
method from late Plato and the early Academy. This is surely closer to the mark tha A 
Weische’s argument that Arcesilaus derived his skepticism and skeptical method l 
from the Peripatetic school as it flourished under Theophrastus (Cicero und lie Ner 
Akademie [Münster, 1961]), but since I will be concerned principally with the Socrates of 
the early Platonic dialogues, I will not undertake to discuss this view. As will become e 
ident, I am most sympathetic with P. Couissin’s contention that Arcesilaus’ skepticism ae 
velops primarily with an eye toward refuting Zeno’s Stoic dogmatism (“Le slaicisme de la 
nouvelle Académie,” Revue d'histoire de la philosophie 3 [1929]: 241-76). I will disa fe 
however, with Couissin’s claim that Arcesilaus argues wholly ad hominem, where this i 
o ae not are: fal of the theses he employs in his ad hominem arguments In ay 

, he argues ad hominem i i i i 

dr os ie RA while advancing the substantive skeptical theses he en- 

For this reason M. Frede’s contention that “Arcesilaus and his fol 
themselves as just following Socratic practice” presents an unduly pee eg ne 
situation (“The Sceptic’s Two Kinds of Assent and the Question of the Possibility of Knowl. 
edge, in Essays in Ancient Philosophy [Minneapolis, 1987], p. 204; the essay appeared ori : 
inally in Philosophy in History, ed. R. Rorty et al. (Cambridge, 1984]; all page e a 
are to the 1987 reprint). I discuss Frede’s views in greater detail below in section 3. i 
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answer to the second question will, therefore, be twofold: if Arcesilaus 
regards Socrates’ elenctic procedure in Plato’s early dialogues as fully 
skeptical, then he misunderstands or misconstrues that practice; yet by 
extending certain Socratic practices, and by situating them in a theo- 
retical context that must be regarded as more self-consciously skeptical 
in its aims than the context we have recounted in Plato’s early dia- 
logues, Arcesilaus can without shame claim to be an heir of Socrates. 
My principal argument for distinguishing Socratic dialectic and 
Arcesilaun skepticism turns on the generality of the premises required 
for motivating the form of skepticism practiced in the Academy under 
Arcesilaus: Socratic dialectic never employs or presupposes the gen- 
eral, modal premises necessary for generating a nearly universal com- 
mitment to epoché of the sort, I will argue, Arcesilaus urges. Hence 
Arcesilaus could not be justified in claiming to find an exponent of his 
practice in Socrates. Even so, Arcesilaus is no less justified than his 


Stoic opponents in claiming Socratic parentage. 


1. Two Pictures of Arcesilaus the Skeptic 


Possibly reacting to the codifying tendencies of Speusippus and Xe- 
nocrates, as well as to the Stoic dogmatizing of Zeno, Arcesilaus ush- 
ered in a new—or from his perspective renewed—age of skepticism as 
head of the Academy.'? In particular, Arcesilaus fastened upon a pair 
of principles that came to be more or less definitive of the so-called 
New Academy. When Varro calls for an explanation and defense of 
Arcesilaus’ “innovations” in the Academy,'* Cicero complies, but only 
after noting that the doctrines are not new but really quite old: 


cum Zenone ... ut accepimus Arcesilas sibi omne certamen instituit, non 
pertinacia aut studio vincendi ut quidem mihi videtur, sed earum rerum 
obscuritate quae ad confessionem ignorationis adduxerant Socratem, et 
iam ante Socratem Democritum Anaxagoram Empedoclem omnes paene 


!3It is unlikely that Numenius could be right in passing Arcesilaus off as a Pyrrhonist 
in an Academician’s clothing. To be sure, his views on the suspension of judgment ap- 
proach Pyrrho’s; but Numenius is clearly a hostile source with a transparent agenda of 
his own. 

l4Varro says: “tuae sunt nunc partes... qui ab antiquorum ratione desciscis et ea 
quae ab Arcesila novata sunt probas, docere quod et qua de causa discidium factum sit, 
ut videamus Satisne ista sit iusta defectio” (“It now falls to you, who have turned away 
from the thinking of the ancients and who approve of the innovations of Arcesilaus, to 
recount what the schism was and why it occurred, so that we may judge whether your 
desertion is sufficiently justified,” Acad. 1.43). 
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veteres, qui nihil cognosci nihil percipi nihil sciri posse dixerunt, angustos 
sensus, imbecillos animos, brevia curricula vitae, et (ut Democritus) in pro- 
fundo veritatem esse demersam, opinionibus et institutis omnia teneri, ni- 
hil veritati relinqui, deinceps omnia tenebris circumfusa esse dixerunt. 
itaque Arcesilas negabat esse quicquam quod sciri posset, ne illud quidem 
ipsum quod Socrates sibi reliquisset, ut nihil scire se sciret; sic omnia latere 
censebat in occulto, neque esse quicquam quod cerni aut intellegi posset. 
quibus de causis nihil oportere neque profiteri neque affirmare quem- 
quam neque assensione approbare, cohibereque semper et ab omni lapsu 
continere temeritatem, quae tum esset insignis cum aut falsa aut incognita 
res approbaretur, neque hoc quicquam esse turpius quam cognitioni et 
perceptioni assensionem approbationemque praecurrere. 


As we have heard, Arcesilaus began his entire struggle with Zeno not out 
of obstinacy or desire for victory, as it seems to me at any rate, but because 
of the obscurity of the things that had brought Socrates to an admission of 
ignorance, and before him already, Democritus, Anaxagoras, Empedocles, 
and almost all the ancients, who said that nothing could be grasped or 
cognized or known, because, they said, the senses are limited, the mind 
feeble, the course of life short, and because (as Democritus says) truth has 
been submerged in an abyss, with everything in the grip of opinions and ` 
conventions, nothing left for truth and everything in turn surrounded by 
darkness. So Arcesilaus denied that anything could be known, not even 
the one thing Socrates had retained for himself—the knowledge that he 
knew nothing. Such was the extent of the obscurity in which everything 
lurked, on his assessment, and there was nothing that could be discerned 
or understood. For these reasons, he said, no one should maintain or as- 
sert anything or give it the acceptance of assent, but should always curb his 
rashness to accept something false or undiscerned, and nothing was more 
reprehensible than for assent and acceptance to run ahead of cognition 
and grasp. (Acad. 1.43—4) 


Of the two central principles Cicero attributes to Arcesilaus, the first is 
clearly the most fundamental. It is the principal ground for skepticism 
in the New Academy and involves the claim that nothing is discerned 
or reliably ascertained (incognita): 

(U) Everything is undiscerned. 
The second is a principle of suspension: 


(E) All judgment should be suspended (everyone should strive for epoché). 


‘The rendering of incognita is rather difficult. J. Reid provides some useful remarks 
in The Academica of Cicero (London, 1885), p. 189 n. 21. 
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As stated, (E) is straightforwardly a normative principle; and Arcesi- 
laus evidently presumes that (U) underwrites its normative force. Thus 
(U) and (E) are related, both ultimately resting on whatever reasons 
Arcesilaus has for advancing (U). 


Before investigating the grounds of (U), however, it is necessary to 
appreciate that in attributing these theses to Arcesilaus, Cicero is at 
odds with a second interpretive tradition, one that undercuts his view 
by denying that Arcesilaus subscribed to any positive doctrines what- 
soever; and if he holds to no positive doctrines whatsoever, he hardly 
adheres to (E) and (U). Cicero’s view has not gained widespread ap- 
proval: the preponderance of contemporary interpretation favors a 
view recorded in the Index Academicorum according to which “he as- 
serted nothing but only refuted the other schools” (Ind. Ac. 20.24). On 
this account, Arcesilaus is at root a thoroughgoing dialectician: he has 
no positive doctrines of his own but orchestrates the premises of others 
so as to display their absurd consequences. As Numenius reports, 


Tov 8 obv Zivwva 6 ’ApKkeotiaos avtitexvov Kat GEOVUCOV únxápyovta 
Bewpa@v tovcs map’ eketvou AMOPEPOMEVOUG hoyous kaðfper kaí ovdev 
jkver.... TÒ Ô Öóyua tovto avtov MpwWtoV ebpowEevou KAVTO Kal tò 
Svona BAénwv edSoKmovv èv tats "APHvaic, thv KATOANTUKHVY pavta- 
olav, rán ynxav Eexpnto én’ abthv. 


Arcesilaus, seeing that Zeno was his rival and that he was capable of over- 
coming him, set himself straightaway to demolish the arguments that he 
brought up. . . . Seeing that both the doctrine of the cataleptic phantasia 
and its name, which Zeno had been the first to discover, were highly re- 
garded in Athens, Arcesilaus employed every means to assail it. (ap. Eu- 


seb. Praep. evang. 14. 6. 12—13) 


Numenius adopts an arch attitude toward Arcesilaus and dismisses him 
as a mere sophistical gamesman (see esp. Euseb. Praep. evang. 14. 6. 2). 
He is therefore inclined to dismiss any positive contribution he might 
have made; Numenius, in fact, prefers to represent him as a clever but 
parasitic confounder of others (cf. D. L. 4. 37, 47). 

On this approach, Arcesilaus is mute about his own beliefs: he does 
not for his own part advocate even epoché. Rather, he points out to a 
Stoic dogmatizers that in their own terms—namely, by embracing — 
very premises they profess to embrace—they should practice epoc F 
Since the Stoic sage will refuse to assent to anything uncertain, an 
since, despite the Stoics’ confident commitment to the cataleptic phan- 
tasia, nothing is certain, the sage will necessarily assent to nothing. 
Thus if Arcesilaus can show not only that no phantasia is grasped cat- 
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aleptically but also that the Stoic sage is bound to agree in virtue of 
other commitments he has made, then he will have to concede (E) and 
will necessarily suspend all judgment. 

If Arcesilaus is this sort of dialectician, he might or might not himself 
accept (E). He could, as far as our sources go, accept the very argument 
he urges on the Stoics, that is, that nothing is certain, and that if noth- 
ing is certain, judgment should be suspended. Or it may be the case 
that he himself rejects (E), that he thinks that although the Stoics must 
accept (E), given their epistemology, none of his own commitments 
have this consequence.'° He could do this in either of two ways: he 
could himself deny the claim that nothing is certain; or he could more 
indirectly allow that nothing is certain, but deny the alleged connection 
between uncertainty and suspension. (As we have seen, [E] is after all a 
normative principle, and one whose credentials remain obscure.) In ei- 
ther case, it will be possible for Arcesilaus himself to be a dogmatist: it 
is consistent with the dialectical interpretation that Arcesilaus himself 
accept some principles as certain, without accepting the normative ar- 
guments that, by his lights at any rate, the Stoics must accept. Thus he 
may be a dogmatist who is not susceptible to the skeptical arguments 
he wields against his fellow dogmatists. 

On the other hand, Arcesilaus might regard his dialectical argument 
as cutting both ways, so that he endorses the epoché he urges on the 
Stoics. Hence there seem to be four possible characterizations of Ar- 
cesilaus, dividing along the question of whether he himself endorses 
(E). If he endorses (E), he may do so (1) for the very reasons he offers 
the Stoics, or (2) for reasons altogether independent of those reasons. 
If he refrains from endorsing (E), this may be due to his (3) in principle 
endorsing nothing, or (4) his endorsing nothing that commends (E) to 
him. According to this last alternative, Arcesilaus may himself be a com- 
plete dogmatist, and one whose dogmatism is superior to the Stoic va- 
riety. Of course, no one ascribes (4) to Arcesilaus; but the reluctance we 
have seen in this regard should not incline us to attribute (3) to him, so 
that he is what we may call a mere dialectician, a dialectician who never 
advocates any position but merely demonstrates how the dogmatism of 
others undermines itself; for Arcesilaus could equally be a committed di- 
alectician, who endorses (E) for general reasons, including perhaps 
those reasons he thinks should move the Stoics to accept it. 

It is worth remembering that if we do not regard Arcesilaus as in 
some sense endorsing or accepting (E), nothing precludes his being a 
dogmatist. I say this because scholars too often assume that since 
Arcesilaus cannot himself accept (E), he must therefore be a mere di- 


'ŝ] owe this point to R. J. Hankinson. 
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alectical catalyst operating on Stoic inferential processes. Two consid- 
erations undermine this approach. First, it is unclear why Arcesilaus 
cannot accept (E); second, even if he does accept (E), it does not follow 
that he does so because he holds to no opinions whatsoever: he may 
accept (E) for the simple reason that it follows from other positions he 
endorses. Hence, although no evidence supports (4), we should not re- 
ject this interpretation on the grounds that Arcesilaus could be a critic 
of the Stoics only by being himself agnostic. This will be a point of some 
significance when we come to assess the ways in which Arcesilaus is and 
is not Socratic. 

In short, if Arcesilaus is not a closet dogmatist, he may be either a 
committed or a mere dialectician. He may himself reject (E), reject 
Stoic positions he sees as leading to (E), and may indeed refrain from 
endorsing any proposition whatsoever. Conversely, he may be a com- 
mitted dialectician who accepts arguments leading to (E), perhaps the 
very arguments he thinks the Stoics must accept. 

This is a point worth reviewing, since there is ample reason for sup- 
posing that Arcesilaus is not a mere dialectician: the dominant ancient 
doxography represents him as advocating epoché, and therefore as en- 
dorsing (E). In addition to the passage from Cicero’s Academica already 
quoted, we have several from Diogenes Laertius: 


Arcesilaus founded the Middle Academy. And he was the first to hold his 
assertions in check; he did so because of the contrariety of arguments. 


(4.28) 

Similarly: 
He never wrote a book, because of his suspension of judgment about ev- 
erything. (4.32) 


Sextus represents him much the same way. He regards him as virtually 
a fellow Pyrrhonist, on the grounds that 


he is never found asserting anything concerning whether anything ob- 
tains or not, nor does he privilege anything over anything else in terms of 
credibility or otherwise but suspends judgment about everything. He also 
holds that the end is epoché, which is accompanied as we have said, by 


atapagia. (Pyr. 1.232) 
Finally, Plutarch says, quite simply: 


These [the Academics in Arcesilaus’ circle] were the ones to suspend judg- 
ment about everything. (Adv. Col. 1120c) 
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These sources uniformly read him as advocating epoché, and so as en- 
dorsing (E), and not merely as prodding the Stoics to do so. Indeed, no 
mention is made in these contexts of his being a narrowly focused anti- 
Stoic antagonist. Consequently, we should presume he endorsed (E) 
unless some overriding reason prohibits our doing so. 

The principal reason adduced to override this presumption seems 
to be a worry about pragmatic inconsistency: does not (E), if true, 
commend skepticism about (E)? Should not, then, the defender of (E) 
suspend judgment about (E)? If so, no one moved by (E)-like consid- 
erations Should judge (E) to be true; and no one not moved by (E)-like 
considerations will want to judge that (E) is true. Hence no one should 
judge that (E) is true. 

Although as the skeptical Academy developed under Carneades a 
number of ingenious strategies responding to this line of argument 
came to be employed, no source attests a response owing directly to 
Arcesilaus himself.'? Even so, Michael Frede attempts to develop a 
strategy available to Arcesilaus for meeting this form of argumenta- 
tion. He is right to do so, in my view, since there is absolutely no reason 
Arcesilaus must be read as a mere dialectician in the face of this argu- 
ment. But this is not Frede’s motivation: he thinks Arcesilaus is a mere 
dialectician,'* and wonders how it is possible for him to urge the Stoics 
to endorse epoché. To encourage the Stoics to advocate epoché seems al- 
ready to endorse the principle that epoché should be endorsed by the Stoics. 
And this seems precluded by (E). Hence Frede needs to show how the 
dialectical Arcesilaus can engage in even this kind of interchange. 

Frede’s strategy for reconciling a commitment to (E) with any form of 
adherence to (E) or any kind of recommendation that (E) be endorsed 
comes up short in several crucial respects, and in respects illuminating 
for our appreciation of how Arcesilaus was and was not Socratic. No- 
ticing that Sextus and others distinguish two types of assent (Pyr. 1.13; 
cf. 2.26, 104; 3.6, 13, 209, 81, 135, 167), Frede suggests that there is a 
“purely passive” form of assent,!® unlike the form of assent precluded 
by (E). Thus Arcesilaus may assent to (E), in the purely passive way, 
without properly endorsing (E), or assenting to (E) in a way that would 
involve him in making the judgment that (E) is true. Since (E) pre- 


'7See P A. Vander Waerdt, “Colotes and the Epicurean Refutation of Skepticism,” 
GRBS 30 (1989): 225-69 at pp. 228-44, 245 n. 54, and 253-66. 
Frede (above, note 12), p. 204, claims: “Arcesilaus and his followers thought of 
themselves as just following Socratic practice... . In fact... they went one step further: 
they not only did not want to be committed themselves to the truth of the premises and 
the conclusion of their arguments, they also did not want to be committed to the validit 
of their arguments.” í 
!9Frede (above, note 12), p. 208. 
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cludes only this form of assent, there is no inconsistency on Arcesilaus’ 
part; he may be a mere dialectician and still urge (E) upon the Stoics. 

Since there is no evidence that Arcesilaus ever took up this strategy, 
and since there is no evidence that “Arcesilaus and this followers... 
did not want to be committed to the validity of their arguments,””° Fre- 
de’s point must just be that this would have been a coherent position 
for them to adopt. If it is coherent, then we can at least recognize as a 
possibility that Arcesilaus is a mere dialectician who never himself as- 
sents to (E). But is this a coherent point of view? 

Frede initially likens purely passive assent to the sort of assent one 
would give to a tyrant merely by failing actively to oppose him. If a ty- 
rant comes onto the scene and issues the decree that all inhabitants 
must pay a certain tribute, then I may pay that tribute without ever as- 
senting to the proposition that the tribute should be paid. This is not, 
however, a terribly apt metaphor: I may not agree that the tyrant is en- 
titled to the payment, and I may not be pleased that the world is such 
that some hypothetical necessity compels me to render payment, but at 
some point I endorse the hypothetical proposition “If thus and such 
(e.g., if I am to remain alive), I must render payment.” It is precisely 
because I believe the truth of the conditional and desire the state of 
affairs specified in its antecedent that I render payment. On the other 
hand, if Frede means only that my acts may conform to the rules of a 
tyrant without my being aware of those rules, then it is hardly appro- 
priate to regard me as having assented to them, however “passively.” If 
a man in a New York subway decrees to no one in particular: “Hence- 
forth, every person in America will tie his left shoe before his right 
each time he puts on a pair of shoes,” and a woman in Montana in fact 
proceeds in just this way each morning, then her actions conform to his 
decree without her ever having assented to it. 

The problem with a notion of purely passive assent is, of course, that 
assent seems a mental action. If I conform without such a mental ac- 
tion, I do not assent; if I perform a mental action of any sort, then I am 
not purely passive in my assent. Perhaps for reasons of this sort Frede 
proceeds to explicate the notion of noncommittal assent in a distinct, 
nonequivalent way. He rightly wonders how somebody “could be said 
to have the view that p without thinking that it is the case that p or that 
it is true that p.”?! One would have thought it analytic that if S has the 
view that p, then S thinks it is the case that p and thinks that p is true. 
After all, it would be a strange person who would say: “In my view it is 
raining outside,” but, when asked whether it is the case that it is raining 


Frede (above, note 12), p. 208. 
I Frede (above, note 12), p. 208. 
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outside or whether in her view it is true that it is raining outside, went 
on to insist: “Well, wait a minute, I certainly don’t want to commit my- 
self to any of that.”** This would be to say: “In my view it is raining, but 
I don’t think it is the case that it is raining,” or “Yes, in my view it is 
raining, but I don’t think it’s true that it is raining.” This hardly seems 
to be of any service to Arcesilaus. 

Frede suggests a way of trying to deal with this problem. He points 
out that it is entirely possible for someone to have the view that p with- 
out ever, as a separate mental act, assenting to the proposition that p is 
true or to the proposition that p is the case.” This might happen in either 
of two ways: one’s “acquiescence in the impression” might be sufficient 
for action without one’s ever entertaining the proposition that p is true; 
or one might never even entertain p at all, as when a carpenter com- 
pletes a project working with oak without at any time in the course of 
the project entertaining the notion that oak needs thus and such tend- 
ing. Still, it will be fair to say that the proposition governed the car- 
penter’s action, even though there is no point at which the carpenter so 
much as entertained it. Without entertaining it, the carpenter had the 
view without assenting to it. 

As for the first case, it is of course true that one can assent to a given 
proposition p without ever, as a separate mental act, stopping to assent 
to the proposition that p is true. Yet this would be a curious place for a 
skeptic to rest her case. After all, I can be a complete, unrepentant dog- 
matist by defending such propositions as 


the Principle of the Excluded Middle, 

that universals exist, 

that I have complete apodeictic certainty of my own existence, 

that a good person lives in conformity with nature, 

that happiness consists in the realization of one’s fully human capaci- 
ties, 


i N 


and many more like them, without ever, as separate mental acts, stop- 
ping to defend the propositions that (1) is true, that (2) is true, and so 
forth. If assent in every case required this further act, then hardly any- 
one would fail to be a skeptic. Therefore, if Frede’s first case proves 
anything, it proves much more than he can want. 


Of course, a philosopher might want to deny that truth is a predicate, and so to hold 
that strictly and literally it is never the case that p is true. But all that is required here is 
what S. Schiffer calls the pleonastic sense of truth, where this carries no ontological com- 
mitments whatsoever (Remnants of Meaning (Cambridge, Mass., 1987], pp. 139—78 and 
211—64). 

?3Frede (above, note 12), p. 208. 
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Frede’s second case suffers a similar defect. Of course I can act on 
some belief I have never entertained. As Frede points out, dispositional 
craft knowledge seems an especially good case of just this phenome- 
non. A carpenter, one would expect, could articulate, with some degree 
of confidence, the principles that guide her work even if she does not 
always call them forth to consciousness while working, and even if, as 
Frede claims, it would be positively disruptive for her to do so. Do we 
say, then, that while working she “passively” assented to them without 
the sort of assent required for full-blown nonskeptical assent? Once 
again, if the carpenter merely conforms to the principle by accident, 
she has not assented; but if she, upon reflection, can articulate and ac- 
knowledge the principle, then her assent has been unconscious but not 
therefore passive. If rich assent requires conscious assent, then we as- 
sent to precious little. 

This becomes most clear when we focus on the proposition in ques- 
tion, namely, (E). The skeptic may have been governed in his actions by 
(E) even though he never explicitly called (E) forth to consciousness for 
assent. (It must be said, however, that it is a little difficult to determine 
what actions [E] may govern—beyond the acts of trying to enjoin one’s 
opponents to subscribe to [E].) Does this show that the skeptic has as- 
sented only passively in the proposed way? It does not seem so. If I of- 
fer you arguments requiring the truth of modus ponens even though I 
have never heard of modus ponens (and most people who use it have 
not) and so have never consciously assented to it as such, my argument’s 
employment of the principle entails that I endorse it. Otherwise, I could 
not offer you the arguments I offer you. Either my action-governing 
endorsement of (E) carries a commitment to (E), in which case I have 
all the assent that it is needed for dogmatism, or (E) is idle as a prin- 
ciple structuring my action. I may have accidentally conformed to (E) 
thus far; but, as we have seen, conformity alone is not sufficient for as- 
sent of any kind. Hence Frede’s second account of “passive assent” fails. 
Consequently, he has not provided Arcesilaus any way of being a mere 
dialectician. He therefore provides no coherent explanation of how 
Arcesilaus can enjoin the Stoics to endorse (E) without himself assent- 
ing to some principle or other, if only that the Stoics, given their own views, 
should assent to (E). 

Like Frede, I think Arcesilaus must respond to the following argu- 
ment: he must either assent to some principle or other, or refrain from 
claiming that the Stoics must accept (E). Unlike Frede, I do not make 
the historical claim that Arcesilaus took up the strategy I will offer him: 
there is simply no evidence concerning how Arcesilaus responded or 
would have responded to this argument. Still, we can see that Arcesi- 
laus can respond to this argument, and so we will not be entitled to 
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claim, as some have claimed, that he must be some form of mere dia- 
lectician who proceeds by distinguishing between types of assent. If he 
can consistently endorse (E), we may agree with the dominant ancient 
doxography that represents him as doing just that. 

There is certainly nothing inconsistent in Arcesilaus’ endorsing (E), 
as long as we allow that (E) ranges over first-order judgments, while it 
is itself a second-order judgment whose objects are all first-order judg- 
ments. If (E) is a regulative principle that directs withholding assent for 
all nonregulative principles, there is nothing self-defeating or prag- 
matically inconsistent about it at all. Arcesilaus can in principle, then, 
endorse (E) without violating its purport. Consequently, it would be an 
error to regard him—on logical grounds—as precluded from endors- 
ing (E). Hence one may enquire into his grounds for accepting (E). 

But something stronger can be said. If we grant that Arcesilaus can 
be a committed dialectician, noting that he can accept (E) without con- 
tradicting the dictates of (E), and so without immediately refuting his 
own skeptical position, we allow that no point of logic decides the issue. 
But when we reflect on his own practice, we see that he seems to have 
recognized some such point: insofar as he urges the Stoics to accept (E), 
he must, unless he is the rank gamesman Numenius accuses him of be- 
ing, regard it as possible to endorse (E) without self-contradiction; and 
he must think it is possible to come to realize (E) on the basis of argu- 
mentation, since this is precisely what he offers the Stoics. After all, if 
he does not think it is possible to advocate (E), then in encouraging the 
Stoics to embrace (E), Arcesilaus must intend to induce the Stoics to 
endorse a proposition he recognizes as self-contradictory. If this is his 
tack, Numenius will be right to accuse him of a particularly shabby 
form of intellectual chicanery. But there is no reason to believe that this 
is his tack, and so no reason to read him in this light. His proddings of 
the Stoics could as easily have been applied to himself, and he could as 
easily have adopted the practice of a committed dialectician. If I am 
right about this, and Arcesilaus turns out to be a committed rather 
than a mere dialectician, he will emerge as practicing a type of thor- 
oughgoing skepticism in which it is impossible to implicate Socrates.” 

What basis could he have for being a committed dialectician? As we 
saw, Cicero clearly represents (E) as an inferred principle, one that 
should follow directly from the straightforwardly epistemological thesis 
(U), that everything is undiscerned. The root of Arcesilaus’ skepticism 
must, consequently, be sought in (U). 


*4For a fuller argument for the conclusion that Arcesilaus is what I am calling a com- 
mitted dialectician, see A. Ioppolo, Opinione e scienze: Il dibattito tra Stoici e Accademici nel 
IIT e nel II secolo a.C. (Naples, 1986). See also A. J. Hankinson, “Arcesilaus,” in The Ar- 
guments of the Sceptics (London, forthcoming). My understanding of Arcesilaus’ skepticism 
is indebted to Hankinson’s excellent discussion. 
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The grounds for (U), however, emerge only by reference to Arcesi- 
laus’ anti-Stoicism. It will, accordingly, be possible to determine the de- 
gree of Arcesilaus’ skepticism more exactly only by looking to the 
dialectical context in which it developed. This context is provided by 
Zeno’s attempts to formulate a criterion for a cataleptic phantasia. Di- 
ogenes reports the Stoic position as follows: 


ms ôè havtacias tiv èv KATAÀANNTIKÝV, Thy, ÔÈ ÅKATÓÀANNTOV: KATA- 
Anatukàv pév, tiv kpirýpiov evar twv npayuátwv paoiv, THV yrvopévny 
and bnapyovtos KAT’ aÙùtÒ TÒ únápxyov évanreoppayiopévny Kal éva- 
NOMELAYWEVYHV: åkatálnntov è Ñ TÙ UN AO ÙNÓPXOVTOS, Ñ aro nÁ- 
PXOVTOG Év, pH KAT’ aÙTÒ Sé TÒ ÚNÁPXOV: TÁV WH tpavý unè Extumov. 


Among phantasiai, one is cataleptic, the other noncataleptic. The catalep- 
tic, which they say is the criterion of things, is that which comes from 
something existent and is in accordance with the existing thing itself, hav- 
ing been stamped and imprinted; the noncataleptic either comes from 
something nonexistent or if from something existent, then not in accor- 
dance with the existent thing; and it is neither clear nor distinct. (7.46) 


This report suggests the following definition: 


p is a cataleptic phantasia iff: (1) p is produced from an existent object; (2) 
p is in accordance with the object that produces it; (3) p is imprinted by the 
object with which it is in accordance; and (4) p is clear and distinct. 


Each of these conditions builds on the previous one. (1) is the most 
straightforward: if p is not produced by something that exists, then one 
cannot grasp it cataleptically; since cataleptic phantastai should guar- 
antee accuracy, no phantasia of a hallucination could be cataleptic. But 
this is clearly not sufficient: (2) makes clear that a distorted phantasia of 
an existing object cannot be cataleptic. That Orestes has a phantasia 
caused by Electra is not sufficient. If Orestes perceives Electra to be 
one of the Furies, then his phantasia cannot be cataleptic. Although this 
should clearly be ruled out, it is less clear what should be ruled in by 
the phrase “in accordance with” [kata]. Commentators universally treat 
this as a form of representation, although there is ample reason to doubt 
that this can be the entire story within the Chrysippean and post- 
Chrysippean Stoic semantic theory.*” Even so, as a simplifying assump- 
tion for the present discussion, we can interpret (2) as holding mini- 
mally that a phantasia can be cataleptic only if it is broadly isomorphic 
with some existent object. And as (3) brings out, even this cannot be 
sufficient. If Electra causes an impression of Chrysothemis in Orestes, 


*°See my “Truth Evaluability of Stoic Phantasiai,” JHP 31 (1993): 1—22. 
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then Orestes will not have grasped it cataleptically. A phantasia is cat- 
aleptic only if it is caused by the existent object of which it is a phantasia. 
There is a further question about whether the phantasia must 
be caused in the right way or along a nondeviant path.*° But in any case, 
the existent object with which the phantasia is broadly isomorphic 
must minimally be directly causally responsible for its having been 
imprinted. 

Diogenes indirectly provides a fourth condition, one echoed in Sex- 
tus (Math. 7.257). In differentiating noncataleptic from cataleptic phan- 
tasiai, Diogenes notes the former are not clear and distinct. The pur- 
port would seem to be (although there is no entailment here) that 
cataleptic phantasiai are clear and distinct. If so, the conditions are sig- 
nificantly more exclusive than sometimes thought. Clause 4 states a 
psychological criterion, and one that will provide additional ammuni- 
tion to Arcesilaus: beyond having a phantasia isomorphic with and 
caused in the right way by some existent object, the sage must be ina 
position to notice some manifestation of the epistemological primary 
afforded by all and only cataleptic phantasiat. This psychological crite- 
rion is therefore evidently not reducible to any of the previous three. 
Presumably a nonsage could have a phantasia meeting conditions 1, 2, 
and 3 without grasping it cataleptically. Consequently, a given per- 
ceiver may be able to have a phantasia that meets the intrinsic condi- 
tions for being cataleptic without having the right doxastic system for 
appreciating it, perhaps because the perceiver in question lacks the 
right sorts of second-order beliefs about that phantasia, namely, that it 
is clear and distinct.?’ 

If this is correct, the Stoics may be quite circumspect both about the 
intrinsic nature of cataleptic phantasiai and about the sorts of perceiv- 
ers capable of recognizing them to be such.”® This would make Arcesi- 


26It is unclear what the Stoics will say about deviant causal chains resulting in phan- 
tasiai that are broadly isomorphic with the existent entities ultimately responsible for 
them. There are two sorts of cases here: (1) Odysseus’ visage may be distorted by abnor- 
mal perceptual conditions and then be accidentally reassembled by a deféct in Eumaios'’ 
sense faculty; or (2) Odysseus may disguise himself as a beggar and then be misperceived 
by Eumaios (again because of a defect in his perceptual apparatus) as Odysseus. Clause 
3 of the definition may or may not be intended to rule out such cases. 

27Sextus (Math. 7.252) further supports the contention that a phantasia’s being cata- 
leptic is at least partly a function of the perceiver: there Sextus likens the sage to a crafts- 
man: “He who has a cataleptic impression fastens on the objective difference of things 
with the skill of a craftsman, since an impression of this kind has a special characteristic 
of its own compared with other impressions.” Hence although there clearly are intrinsic 
differences between cataleptic and noncataleptic phantasiai, only a skilled perceiver may 
be in a position to notice the difference. 

28Sextus Math. 7.257 is most naturally read as suggesting that cataleptic phantasia 
present themselves as such and can hardly be ignored; even so, he may mean only to the 
sage, in which case the point about the systemic psychological condition obtains. 
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laus’ skeptical chores in some ways easier, but also in some ways more 
difficult. On the one hand, it will be relatively easy for Arcesilaus to 
claim that no one could meet such stringent requirements; but it will be 
more difficult for him to provide counterexamples of someone’s meet- 
ing the criteria without having certain knowledge. That is, he may ac- 
cept the Stoic definition of cataleptic phantasiat as apt and concede that 
someone capable of having such phantasiai would be in a secure epis- 
temological position, only to point out that no human could be in such 
a godlike position. Thus, although the doxography here is somewhat 
indeterminate, one may conjecture that the Arcesilaun strategy was 
two-pronged: after having first cooked up counterexamples to the Sto- 
ics’ initial definitions, Arcesilaus then pointed out that the revised def- 
inition was so demanding that no human could satisfy its conditions. 
Evidently for this sort of reason, Sextus’ Against The Professors 7.252 has 
“They added ‘of such a type as could not come from something non- 
existent’ because the Academics did not suppose, as the Stoics did, that 
an impression could be found in all respects similar to it.” If we take 
this emendation, we ‘may add a fifth clause to our definition of cata- 
leptic phantasiaz: (5) it is of such a type that could not have come from 
something nonexistent. As R. J. Hankinson observes in a forthcoming 
article, this clause “has an uncomfortable air of trivial stipulation about 
it.” It has, moreover, the effect of rendering the definition unsatisfi- 
able, since (5) requires, together with (4), that a perceiver be in a po- 
sition to surmise from a phantasza’s intrinsic features that it could not 
possibly have come from a nonexistent object. Arcesilaus can press this 
point to his advantage and, simultaneously, to the Stoic’s dialectical dis- 
advantage by in effect forcing them to concede that because cataleptic 
phantasiat are so hard to come by, even the sage cannot grasp them. 
And if the sage cannot grasp them, he must, by the Stoics’ own account, 
suspend judgment. 

Many of the skeptical arguments Cicero recounts seem to adopt just 
this strategy. For example: 


quaesivit de Zenone fortasse quid futurum esset si nec percipere quic- 
quam posset sapiens nec opinari sapientis esset. ille credo nihil opinatu- 
rum, quoniam esset quod percipi posset. quid ergo id esset? visum credo. 
quale igitur visum? tum illum ita definisse: ex eo quod esset sicut esset 
inpressum et signatum et effictum. post requisitum etiamne si eius modi 
esset visum verum quale vel falsum. hic Zenonem vidisse acute nullum 
esse visum quod percipi posset, si id tale esset ab eo quod est cuius modi 
ab eo quod non est posset esse. recte consensit Aresilas ad definitionem 
additum, neque enim falsum percipi posse neque verum si esset tale quale 
vel falsum; incubuit autem in eas disputationes ut doceret nullum tale esse 
visum a vero ut non eisudem modi etiam a falso possit esse. 
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[Arcesilaus]might have asked of Zeno what would happen if the sage 
could not apprehend anything, and if it also belonged to the sage not to 
form opinions. Zeno, I believe, would reply that he would not form opin- 
ions because he could apprehend anything [any impression]. ... What 
would it be [that he would apprehend]? An impression, I believe, that was 
impressed, sealed, and reproduced from something that is just as it is. 
Arcesilaus then asked if this held even if there were a true impression of 
exactly the same form as a false one. Here Zeno was acute enough to see 
that if an impression proceeding from something that was such that there 
could be an impression of something that was not of exactly the same 
form, then there was no impression that could be apprehended. Arcesi- 
laus agreed that this addition to the definition was justified, since one 
could not apprehend an impression if a true one were such as a false one 
could be. He argued forcefully, however, in order to show that no impres- 
sion coming from what is was such that no impression coming from what 
is not could not be of the same form. (Acad. 2.77—78) 


If “no impression coming from what is was such that no impression 
coming from what was not could not be of the same form,” then no 
sage would ever be in a position to discriminate between cataleptic and 
noncataleptic Cees in virtue of their intrinsic marks. Thus the ar- 
gument runs:*? 


. A phantasia is cataleptic only if it meets clauses 1—5. 

. It is impossible for anything to satisfy clauses 1—5. 

. Therefore, cataleptic phantasiai are impossible. 

. The sage assents only to cataleptic phantasiai. 

. Therefore, it is impossible for the sage to assent to anything. 
Necessarily, if one assents to nothing, one suspends judgment. 

. Therefore, “it will follow even according to the Stoics that the sage will 
suspend judgment” (Math. 7.155). 


STOO Bh OO ND m 


Taking (6) here as analytic, if the Stoics assert (4) and concede (1), the 
only room for dispute concerns (2). 

The argument for (2) is precisely the argument for (U), the principle 
that everything is undiscerned, and it is just this argument Arcesilaus 
seems to regard as Socratically inspired. According to Cicero (Acad. 
1.43—46, 2.66—-67), then, Arcesilaus has really two distinct Socratic pos- 
tures: he views himself as engaging in Socratic dialectic, and he accepts 
Socratic avowals of ignorance as evidence for a Socratic commitment to 
(U). Do Socratic avowals contain any such generic point? 


2°Cf. Acad. 2.66—67: “ ‘If the sage ever assents to anything, he will sometimes also 
opine; but he will never opine, therefore he will never assent to anything.’ Arcesilaus 
used to accept this argument, for he endorsed both the leading and the additional 
premise.” 
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This much seems clear: Socrates certainly practiced a form of dia- 
lectic and elenctic refutation, and he certainly seeks to highlight his 
own epistemic inadequacies. But it is not yet clear whether Arcesilaus’ 
form of elenctic refutation is appropriately regarded as Socratic; and it 
is even less clear whether Socrates’ professions of ignorance in any way 
approach the positive form of skepticism Arcesilaus practices, in either 
motivation or consequence. 


2. Socrates’ Skeptical Demeanor: The Case for Arcesilaus 


Socrates reports bewilderment upon learning from Chaerephon of 
the oracle at Delphi’s assessment of his wisdom: 


When I heard of this reply I asked myself: Whatever does the god mean? 
What is his riddle? I am very conscious that I am not wise at all; what then 
does he mean by saying that I am the wisest? For surely he does not lie; it 
is not legitimate for him to do so. (Ap. 21b) 


Although the god had replied only that no one was wiser than 
Socrates, and consequently said nothing to entail that Socrates was 
himself at all wise, Socrates’ response clearly suggests that he under- 
stood the god’s message, at least rhetorically, as a mandate to prove his 
own intellectual inferiority. For him, the oracle’s message was a com- 
mand to enquire into the bases of his fellows’ opinions, to learn from 
them where possible, and to expose their ignorance where necessary. 

He reports a surprising lack of success (Ap. 21c—e). He continuously 
refutes his fellow citizens and cannot understand how this is possible. 
After all, he knows little or nothing, and so cannot justifiably regard 
himself as rivaling the wisest. Still, this hardly sounds like the self- 
portrait of a confirmed skeptic, one who approaches Arcesilaus’ bound- 
less zeal for refutation dedicated to imparting epoché. How, then, can 
Arcesilaus claim to be Socratic? 

In a recent reevaluation of Socrates’ and Plato’s positions in the skep- 
tical Academy, Julia Annas argues forcefully for a modified vindication 
of Arcesilaus’ claims to Socratic lineage.*° She points out, quite reason- 
ably, that like Arcesilaus, Socrates is a searcher, but not one who ever 
claims to have found the truth; that although Socrates has some 
strongly held views (e.g., about the relationship between knowledge 
and virtue), he never asserts them as the dogmatic conclusions of philo- 
sophical arguments; and, most important, that Socrates confines him- 


30Annas (above, note 8). 
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self to arguing against the ill-considered beliefs of others by engaging 
them elenctically in an effort to teach them how their premature con- 
victions land them in difficulties, including incoherences of the worst 
kind. Although Annas does not press the point, one reasonable re- 
sponse to Socratic cross-examination is simply to admit one’s igno- 
rance, and to back off from belief, which for many interlocutors will 
approach a form of epoché.*! From this perspective, Socrates’ practice 
really does seem to foreshadow that of Arcesilaus. Consequently, the 
case Annas sketches merits a careful consideration. E 
Socrates is bound to seem dogmatic in comparison with, say, a full- 
blown skeptic of Carneades’ ilk. Whatever else he holds, Socrates fairly 


clearly accepts some substantive theses—for example, that virtue is akin - 


to a craft, and that only craftsmen (vs. mere practitioners) can provide 
accounts of what they do (Ap. 22bg—e1; Grg. 465a, 501a; Cri. 47c8— 
48a1; Lach. 184€11—185e6), that without knowledge one cannot be vir- 
tuous (Ap. 29d2—30a2; Lach. 193d11—e6)—and he evidently holds to 
some regulative or methodological principles as well—for instance 

that knowledge of definitions is logically prior to knowledge of in- 
stances of the definition (Euthphr. 6e3-6, 4dg—5d1, 15d4—e1; Lach 

189e3—190b1, 190b7—c2; Hi. ma. 288a8—9; Meno 73c6—8).°? He seems 
actively interested in debunking the views of others in favor of his own 

and so to have more in common with the Stoic than the skeptic. In an | 
case, Socrates hardly seems interested in the radical skepticism a 
ticed in the skeptical Academy. For these reasons, the suggestion that 
he is the fountainhead of this sort of skeptical philosophy seems a flat 
nonstarter. 

Annas responds, correctly I think, that Arcesilaus could certainly ap- 
peal to Socrates as equally oxemttkéc, as seeking and enquiring after 
the truth.” An ancient skeptic, or enquirer, wants to attain knowledge; 
he does not decide in advance that knowledge is impossible; he is, 
rather, ever attuned to the intractable difficulties that seem to crop up 
whenever we move toward epistemological closure. His goal is the goal 
of every philosopher: he seeks the truth. Unlike the dogmatist, how- 
ever, he does not stop enquiring prematurely. He does not lazily fail to 


31In fact, Socrates’ interlocutors do not arrive at epoché. Some never i 
been refuted, or at least never admit their one (Laches, Lach. ean te 
Lach. 200b2—c1; Euthyphro, Euthphr. 15e3-4; Hippias, Hi. mi. 304a5—b4; Critias Chrm. 
169c3—d1); some admit ignorance, but the dialogue ends (Charmides, Chrm 176a6—b1: 
Ion, fon 541e—-542b2); and some conversations are simply interrupted. 

` “On the so-called Socratic fallacy (the label originates with P. Geach, “Plato’s Euthy- 
phro: An Analysis and Commentary,” Monist 50 [1966]), see now H. Benson “The Pri 
ority of Definition and the Socratic Elenchus,” OSAP 8 (1990): 19-65. 

“She cites Cicero Lucullus 7, where Cicero claims on behalf of the Academy that th 
true skeptic never abandons the search for the truth. e 
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trace the absurd consequences of the positions he has adopted. On the 
contrary, he is the true philosopher, ever seeking the truth, never rest- 
ing comfortably on apparent truths. This is precisely Arcesilaus’ dispo- 
sition: he holds knowledge to be so difficult to attain that he criticized 
Socrates for holding that he knew only that he was ignorant (Acad. 
1.45). Thus one cannot justifiably criticize Arcesilaus on the grounds 
that he, unlike Socrates, does not seek the truth.*4 

I say this is correct, but only as far as it goes. Arcesilaus could legiti- 
mately view himself as a Socratic fellow seeker; and he could legiti- 
mately point out that he, like Socrates, simply took it upon himself to 
point out the flaws inherent in the hastily drawn, complacent conclu- 
sions of the dogmatists. Even so, there seem to be two salient differ- 
ences. First, even if we grant that both Arcesilaus and Socrates are 
truth seekers, their motivations for engaging in elenctic cross-examina- 
tion are not in all ways the same. Socrates, by his own account, is on a 
divine mission to make sense of a perplexing oracle (Ap. 21b). He wants 
to know how no one could be wiser. Arcesilaus, by contrast, is motivated 
by a philosophical argument about the possibility of knowledge. He 
maintains (U) and infers (E); Socrates never endorses (U) and indeed 
never even suggests (E). 

Moreover, we need to sort out their individual modal commitments. 
Arcesilaus has an argument, developed in response to Stoic dogmatiz- 
ing, with the conclusion that cataleptic phantasiai are impossible. Soc- 
rates never endorses this modal conclusion. He, like Arcesilaus, con- 
tinues to notice that dogmatists stop enquiring too soon; but he never 
offers a general argument to the effect that any cessation of enquiry is 
necessarily too soon. He reports that he is continually surprised by his 
discovery of the inadequacies of his interlocutors’ positions. Arcesilaus 
has a theory driving his enquiry that makes this anything but surpris- 
ing. That the dogmatists end up with philosophical difficulties is en- 
tirely predictable: they could not have done otherwise. Socrates’ interlo- 
cutors should not have ceased enquiring—if they ever began to enquire 
in the first place—but as far as he is concerned, they certainly could 
have stopped and would have been entitled to stop if they had reached 
the appropriate conclusions. Socrates’ skeptical credentials are accord- 
ingly considerably more modest than those of Arcesilaus. 

There is a further problem. Annas worries that Socrates has strong 
moral convictions, and that he evidently argues to and from them in 


34 Annas (above, note 8), pp. 272—73: “The skeptic is thus distinguished from the dog- 
matist not by his aim (the search for truth) but by the fact that he is still searching, be- 
cause he remains mindful of the difficulties. The dogmatist is simply someone who has 


given that up.” 
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the Platonic dialogues. This would present a problem, since, on her in- 
terpretation, Arcesilaus is a pure skeptic who argues exclusively ad 
hominem. If Socrates, by contrast, argues in more than ad hominem 
ways, he will not qualify as an Arcesilaun skeptic. If Socrates accepts 
dogmatic theses and uses them to confound his interlocutors, he will be 
nothing more than a dogmatist setting out to refute his opponents, and 
therefore not a skeptic at all. 

Socrates clearly argues ad hominem in some dialogues. The Hippias 
minor traces a convoluted argument forcing Hippias to conclude that 
the good person does wrong willingly. This cannot be Socrates’ view; 
he thinks that a good person will never do wrong willingly. So the di- 
alogue must be an exercise in refutation, implicitly leaving the reader 
the homework assignment of determining which belief or beliefs lead 
to such a ridiculous conclusion. Socrates does not share Hippias’ beliefs 
and evidently has a covert appreciation of the problem in advance that 
positions him to orchestrate the sophist’s thrashing. 

Even so, examples of such extreme dialectic are rare in the Socratic 
dialogues. Socrates regularly introduces reasonable beliefs to confound 
his opponents. Laches realizes that courage cannot be equated with 
standing firm in battle, since this is sometimes foolish (Lach. 1g0e— 
191c). Euthyphro has a formal insight when he sees that an account of 
piety must do more than cite possible instances of piety (Euthphr. 5e— 
6a; cf. Meno 71e). Socrates has this belief, communicates it to Euthy- 
phro, and congratulates him when he returns a definition of the right 
form (Euthphr. 7a). This prompts Annas to respond that Socrates’ be- 
liefs emerge only obliquely. He does not offer them as the conclusions 
of arguments, or even as premises of original arguments that proceed 
detached from his interlocutor’s points of view. More important, his 
trademark theses (e.g., that knowledge is necessary and sufficient for 
virtue; that virtue is a craft; that suffering wrong is to be preferred to 
committing it) are not reasonable, at least not to untutored common 
sense. They are, on the contrary, deeply counterintuitive, and so are 
never at play in refutations of the proponents of unreflective, com- 
monsense morality.” Hence, she concludes, his own theses are de- 
tached from his philosophical practice, isolated from his dialectical 
practice by their pronounced outlandishness. Thus, where Socrates of- 
fers commonsense opinions, he argues ad hominem, and where he of- 
fers his own convictions, he does not argue at all. 

This line of argumentation invites some questions. But we can grant 
it for the moment in order to enquire whether it has the desired out- 
come. Annas’ thought is that Socrates really does argue ad hominem, 


*°Annas (above, note 8), p. 277. 
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when he argues, and has insulated opinions that do not inform his 
philosophical practice. He is, therefore, close to her picture of an 
Arcesilaun skeptic. Yet we have seen reason to doubt this picture of 
Arcesilaus. Arcesilaus does argue ad hominem, but nothing precludes 
his endorsing the premises of the arguments leading to epoché.*° His 
arguments simultaneously undermine Stoic dogmatism and advance 
skeptical theses. Hence if Socrates argues exclusively ad hominem, he 
will not be the active sort of skeptic Arcesilaus evidently is. If Annas’ 
conception of Socrates is apt, then he is not Arcesilaun, and Arcesilaus 
will have no business claiming skeptical solidarity with him. 

What is worse, if we grant that Socrates does have positive views, 
however insulated from his elenctic practice, he will have to respond to 
the very argument Arcesilaus mounts against the Stoics. Arcesilaus 
himself endorses some second-order theses about the conditions of 
knowledge and their unfulfillability. Socrates, on Annas’ account, en- 
dorses substantive theses in moral philosophy. It does not matter that 
he never avails himself of them in refuting others; it matters only that 
he assents to them, for whatever private reasons, and that he is there- 
fore bound to respond to Arcesilaun arguments. Their alleged insula- 
tion does not render them immune from skeptical refutation. Hence, 
even on this supposition, Socrates looks still less skeptical than Stoic. 

In my view, then, Annas is certainly correct to point out that Arcesi- 
laus was not foolish, or disingenuous, in claiming Socratic heritage. 
Still, as I have suggested, nothing in Socrates entails anything ap- 
proaching (E); and if (E) is essential to Arcesilaun skepticism, Socrates 
cannot legitimately be regarded as the sort of Academician Arcesilaus 
is alleged to have considered him. 


g. Dialectical and Skeptical Strategies 


The foregoing suggests three principal differences between Arcesi- 
laus and the Socrates of Plato’s early dialogues: (1) Arcesilaus is an ac- 
tive skeptic, who employs self-consciously skeptical strategies to refute 
his opponents, while Socrates never actively relies on a self-conscious 
skeptical methodology; (2) Arcesilaus employs general skeptical argu- 


36As suggested, we may view him as arguing more disjunctively: either the Stoic def- 
initions of cataleptic phantasiai are open to clear, intuitive counterexamples, in which 
case they provide no general reason for thinking that anything is certain, or they are 
airtight definitions but are so demanding that no one could ever satisfy them, in which 
case the Stoics positively prove that no one can know anything certain. In the second 
instance, we may read Arcesilaus as hypothetically joining the dogmatist, in order to 
show how dogmatism itself leads to epoché. 
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ments with strong modal commitments, while Socrates proceeds piece- 
meal, never relying on any inchoate trope or general skeptical 
argument; consequently, (3) Socrates cannot expect in advance to re- 
fute his opponents, since he has no general reason for believing that 
they will succumb to a general argument he will deploy, while Arcesi- 
laus can and does expect his opponents to join him in epoché. I will com- 
ment more fully on each of these points of difference. 

First, Arcesilaus may be skeptikos just like Socrates. But he is also a 
skeptic and is therefore committed to developing and refining skeptical 
strategies. This he does, and with a skeptical game plan in mind. He 
needs to determine which premises his opponents accept or must ac- 
cept, and to show them how their own presuppositions lead them down 
the path to epoché. In this respect, his negative strategy precisely mir- 
rors the positive strategy employed by Aquinas in the Summa contra 
Gentiles. Aquinas needs to convince the Arabs that their own first prin- 
ciples, largely Aristotelian, commit them to belief in a Christian God. 
That Aquinas himself shares these principles does not entail that he is 
arguing in anything but an ad hominem way. Arcesilaus, unlike Aqui- 
nas, pushes toward a form of disbelief, toward suspension, or epoché. 
Socrates shares neither of their strategies, since his dominant goal, if 
we believe him, is to prove the oracle wrong. 

This is a point, I think, worth emphasizing, since it seems often to go 
unnoticed in this context. When Aquinas argues ad hominem against 
the Arabs, nothing precludes his endorsing both the premises and the 
conclusions he claims they must accept. The force of such ad hominem 
arguing will be to force one’s opponents to come to appreciate the con- 
sequences of their own views, consequences they seem to have missed 
for themselves. When Arcesilaus pressures the Stoics, this may be be- 
cause he sees that they accept principles that yield a conclusion he 
finds inescapable, namely, (E). Nothing about the content of (E) pre- 
cludes his endorsing (E), and so nothing prohibits him from arguing as 
a committed dialectician. He may, then, proceed as Aquinas does by ar- 
guing ad hominem even while employing premises he accepts for con- 
clusions he embraces. 

Second, Arcesilaus’ goal carries with it the need for general skeptical 
arguments, for arguments of nearly universal applicability. Any such 
argument requires modal premises about the necessary conditions of 
cataleptic assent, and about the possibilities of satisfying those condi- 
tions. This is just the sort of argument we find in Arcesilaus developing 
in response to Stoic accounts of the cataleptic phantasia. General modal 
arguments are, however, altogether absent in Socrates. He proceeds on 
a case-by-case basis, consistently refuting his interlocutors, but never 
claiming to have a general strategy for doing so. Socratic dialectic is not 
suited for such strident skepticism, because it is not sufficiently gen- 
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eral. Here, perhaps, is the single most important difference between 
Socratic and Arcesilaun skepticism: Socrates never develops and never 
has any reason to develop the general modal arguments required for 
the campaigns of the skeptical Academy spearheaded by Arcesilaus. 
Third, since Socrates has no general skeptical position, and since he 
has no tropelike method for pushing his opponents toward epoché, he 
has himself no reason to suppose that epoché is inevitable, and never 
commends it to anyone. He continues searching for real definitions, for 
essences, and casts aside failed definitions with a philosophical adroit- 
ness that never calls upon general skeptical principles. Since he has no 
reason to suppose in advance that he will not eventually uncover the 
essences he seeks, he has no reason to suppose his enquiry will end in 
epoché. Arcesilaus can and does have this expectation. He can have this 
expectation only if he has developed skeptical strategies at his disposal. 
These are precisely the strategies in response to Stoic dogmatism. 


The Socrates of Plato’s early dialogues modestly—and perhaps at 
times ironically—downplays his evident substantive and methodologi- 
cal command of the moral issues he pursues and the framework he 
fashions for pursuing them. Noticing this, Arcesilaus seizes an oppor- 
tunity to portray himself as springing from the same skeptical stock as 
Socrates. On one portrait of Arcesilaus, according to which he is a 
willy-nilly skeptic who never commits himself to any general skeptical 
theses, this will not be terribly wide of the mark. We have found this 
portrait inaccurate: Arcesilaus develops a distinctive and important 
form of skeptical refutation, one perfectly general and employing 
modal premises altogether absent in Socrates’ elenctic method. Arcesi- 
laus self-consciously uses this skeptical strategy to nudge his dogmatic 
adversaries toward epoché; Socrates, by contrast, leads his interlocutors 
toward aporia, with the express aim of advancing the enquiry. As Vlas- 
tos points out, in contrasting the Socrates of the Socratic dialogues with 
the Socrates of the Platonic dialogues, 


Socrates’ enquiries display a pattern of investigation whose rationale he 
does not investigate. They are constrained by rules he does not undertake 
to justify. In marked contrast to the “Socrates” who speaks for Plato in the 
middle dialogues, who refers frequently to “method” [éðoðos] he follows 
(either systematically or for some particular purpose in a special context), 
the “Socrates” who speaks for Socrates in Plato’s earlier dialogues never 
uses this word and never discusses his method of investigation. He never 
troubles to say why his way of searching is the way to discover the truth or 
even to say what this way of searching is. He has no name for it.®’ 


37“The Socratic Elenchus,” OSAP 1 (1983): 27—28. 
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The same contrast extends to Arcesilaus, who too has a method, skep- 
tical to be sure, but a method nonetheless. Socrates’ Socrates, Plato’s 
Socrates, and Arcesilaus’ Socrates all engage in dialectic: the first 
piecemeal, the second two for articulated theoretical purposes, and 
within the contexts of larger and self-consciously enunciated method- 
ologies. Arcesilaus did not need to be Socrates’ heir to be a powerful 
and innovative skeptic, and we may wonder why he evidently felt com- 
pelled to claim Socrates as his intellectual progenitor. But we cannot 
fairly regard him as a rogue in search of a pedigree to which he has no 
claim: if we focus exclusively on certain Socratic practices while ignor- 
ing others, and regard Arcesilaus as extending and generalizing those 
practices in response to the dialectical challenges of his own day, we can 
endorse Cicero’s contention that Arcesilaus looked first to Socrates.*® 


38This article is most heavily indebted to Julia Annas, whose related essay in this vol- 
ume helped me rethink some of the main issues discussed. It is also indebted to Jim 
Hankinson’s forthcoming treatment of the skeptical strategies available to Arcesilaus; I 
thank him for allowing me to see his work in manuscript form. I have also received ex- 
tremely helpful written comments from Phillip Mitsis and the editor of this volume. I 
thank them both for their guidance. 
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The Socratic Origins of the 


Cynics and the Cyrenaics 


Voula Tsouna McKirahan 


Within several centuries after Socrates’ death his most intimate fol- 
lowers had come to be known as Socratics, a label that is probably of 
Peripatetic origin,’ and that has passed into modern scholarly usage 
typically accompanied by the modifier Minor.” This label covers a va- 
riety of personalities with diverse interests, and it intimates that their 
common feature is that they developed Socrates’ philosophical teach- 
ing in various ways. Implicit in the modern usage is the conviction that 
these Socratics—excepting Plato and perhaps Xenophon—were of mi- 
nor intellectual vigor and lacking in originality, a belief that has been 
challenged in scholarship both recent and dated.* 

The extent to which the philosophical views of the Socratics are in- 
debted to Socrates is in truth difficult to determine. There are two 


'On the origins of this label, see J. Glucker, Antiochus and the Late Academy, Hypomne- 
mata 56 (Gottingen, 1978). In identifying Socrates’ closest followers, the Alexandrians 
could take their cue from Plato Phaedo 59b. Some Hellenistic thinkers who traced their 
intellectual pedigree to Socrates are willing to be called Socratics: so, for example, in the 
case of the Stoics: Philod. De Stoic., cols. 12—13, in the edition of T. Dorandi, CErc 12 
(1982): 91—133. 

*As in the account of P Merlan, “Minor Socratics,” JHP 10 (1972): 143-52. 

*On the Cynics, see, among others, M. -O. Goulet-Cazé, L’ascése cynique (Paris, 1986), 
esp. pp. 141-58, 190-91; and H. D. Rankin, Antisthenes Sokratikos (Amsterdam, 1986), 
esp. pp. 179-88. Rankin places part of Antisthenes’ importance precisely in the fact 
that he influenced the development of the Greek concept of liberty in Roman times. On 
the Cyrenaics, see, for instance, K. Döring, Die Sokratesschuler Aristipp und die Kyrenatker 
(Stuttgart, 1988); V. Tsouna, “Les philosophes cyrénaiques et leur théorie de la connais- 
sance” (Thése de doctorat, Paris, 1988), esp. pp. 102 ff. 
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main reasons for this. First, the fact that Socrates wrote nothing left 
philosophers, from antiquity to the present, with the problem of assess- 
ing evidence on him from sources as different as Plato, Xenophon, and 
Aristotle.t The task of those who seek the authentic Socrates in the Pla- 
tonic writings alone is not any easier; for the Socrates of the elenctic 
dialogues differs methodologically and philosophically from the cen- 
tral personage of the middle and late dialogues.” So in order to define 
the Socratic character of the doctrines of the Socratics with clarity and 
completeness, one must first give a full account of what one takes to be 
the philosophy of the historical Socrates. Second, the surviving evi- 
dence on these thinkers is of a peculiar nature. Few fragments from 
their writings survive. For the most part our information comes from 
historiographies of the Hellenistic era read and excerpted by later writ- 
ers, and these are composed from a perspective that is considerably dif- 
ferent from modern conceptions of the history of philosophy. 

In view of these factors, I have chosen to avoid general talk about the 
Socratics and to undertake instead a very specific task. My discussion is 
centered on two members of the Socratic circle, Antisthenes and 
Aristippus. Four points are generally made in the scholarship con- 
cerning them: (1) both are Socratics who, after meeting Socrates, aban- 
doned their previous intellectual activities and consecrated themselves 
to the development of Socratic ethics; (2) in a way both failed in this 
task—thus their achievement is minor in comparison with Plato’s; (3) 
their doctrines are diametrically opposed to one another’s, especially so 
far as their views on pleasure and politics are concerned; and (4) the 
philosophical impact that they are supposed to have had as the 
founders of the Cynic and Cyrenaic sects respectively is sheer invention 
on the part of Hellenistic historiographers. 

My own discussion focuses on these four points. In section 1, I argue 
that Antisthenes was not an antihedonist and that his doctrines of plea- 
sure and of self-sufficiency can reasonably be characterized as Socratic. 
I also suggest that he participated in an important way and in his own 
right in philosophical discussions and debates; as an example, I refer to 
his attempt to moderate Socratic intellectualism, and, more generally, 
to some features of his intellectual presence on the Athenian scene. In 


‘For the problems involved in assessing the relative merits of our sources on Socrates 
see, for example, A. R. Lacey, “Our Knowledge of Socrates,” in The Philosophy of Socrates, 
ed. G. Vlastos (New York, 1971), pp. 22—49; and the Introduction to this volume. 

In this I follow G. Vlastos, Socrates: Ironist and Moral Philosopher (Ithaca, N.Y., 1991), 
pp- 45—80. 

The collection of fragments that I shall mainly use for textual evidence is G. Gi- 
annantoni, Socratis et Socraticorum Reliquiae’, 4 vols. (Naples, 1990). In cases where Gi- 
annantoni gives too much or too little of the context with the result that the testimonium 
is unclear, I cite the original source. 
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section 2, I maintain that Aristippus was not a hedonist and that his 
few Surviving ethical views are distinctly Socratic. Despite our meager 
evidence, we do get a glimpse of a philosopher with a good sense of 
dialectical argumentation who can stand on his own ground intellec- 
tually. In section 3, I discuss the alleged contrast between Antisthenes’ 
and Aristippus’ doctrines on political participation. I argue first that 
the contrast should be minimized, and second that these political views 
are much closer to one another than either of them is to the political 
attitude of Socrates. 

It remains to explain how I deal with the problem of determining 
what counts as a Socratic view. It will become clear, I hope, that not 
much in the way of an overall interpretation of Socrates is needed for 
my argument. For the most part, I work with the evidence from the 
early Plato and from Xenophon and try to stick to rather uncontro- 
versial features of the historical Socrates attested usually by more than 
one main source and discussed exhaustively by classical scholars: 
Socratic intellectualism; exclusive interest in ethics; the sufficiency of 
virtue for happiness; moderation and self-mastery with respect to 
bodily pleasures and material goods, in private as well as in public life; 
criticism of politicians and political institutions but commitment to 
obeying the laws. I have tried to assist the reader by adding references 
to the Platonic and Xenophontic passages on Socrates where I thought 
it necessary. 

I discuss to some extent in section 4 the difficulties presented by the 
nature of the evidence on Antisthenes and Aristippus. There I refer to 
some features of the Hellenistic historiography on the Socratics, and I 
focus on the writers mentioned by Diogenes Laertius in his chapters on 
Antisthenes and Aristippus. I venture a few remarks concerning our 


attitude toward ancient historiography and especially toward the “suc- 


cession” genre.’ And I argue that the line of succession that starts from 
Socrates and passes from Antisthenes to the Cynics and from them to 
the Stoics makes a claim that, though historically debatable, is philo- 
sophically legitimate. 


1. Antisthenes as a Socratic 


Sources as early as Xenophon attest to Antisthenes’ fascination with 
Socrates’ personality and teaching and to his presence in the Socratic 


l ’The literary genre of the successions, which is probably of Peripatetic origin, consists 
in providing a rigid schematization of the history of ancient philosophy by outlining un- 
interrupted historical connections between various schools and by tracing the successive 
generations of philosophers of each school or sect. On this subject see esp. Glucker 
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circle. Many features of his ethics—such as the invulnerability of ac- 
quired virtue and its sufficiency for happiness, the importance of 
philosophical education, the emphasis on the supremacy of the moral 
law, and perhaps the view that virtue secures some kind of immortality 
for the soul—suggest that Antisthenes and Socrates were interested in 
a common array of ethical themes and that they adopted similar philo- 
sophical solutions with regard to many of them. In this section I focus 
on two interrelated features of Antisthenean ethics that argue force- 
fully for its Socratic character: a certain detachment from worldly 
goods and a disciplined enjoyment of plain pleasures.” 

These characteristics emerge in various anecdotes that bear on An- 
tisthenes’ appointment as the founder of the Cynic sect: a barefoot, 
poorly dressed, middle-aged man, carrying a staff and a wallet, who 
walks every day from his residence in Piraeus to Athens in order to 
converse with Socrates.'° The anecdotes may well be historically false 
and influenced by the display of beggary and poverty of later Cynics." 
The early sources, however, confirm that Antisthenes did not care 
much about material comforts but focused his attention on the promo- 
tion of his philosophical education and practical virtue through his 
association with Socrates. In Xenophon’s account (Symp. 34—44), An- 
tisthenes is reported to enjoy some rudimentary material goods (a 
house, a bed with bedclothes, simple food and drink) and to determine 
his wealth not in material terms but in terms of his leisure to pursue 
what is worth pursuing. So Antisthenes did not do away altogether 
with the material side of life but only with luxuries that may distract 
one’s attention from the goods that really matter. In that respect, his 
attitude is truly Socratic, according not only to Xenophon’s portrayal 
but also to that of the early Platonic dialogues,'* for the Platonic Socra- 


(above, note 1); J. Mejer, Diogenes Laertius and His Hellenistic Background, Hermes Einzel- 
schriften 40 (Wiesbaden, 1978); also section 4 below. 

8For Xenophon’s portrayal of Antisthenes, see esp. Mem. 2.1—-5; Symp. 2.4—7, 4.34~45- 
Plato testifies that he was present among other close friends of Socrates in his last hour 
(Phd. 59b). For Antisthenes’ closeness to Socrates, see Xen. Mem. 3.11.17. 

“See the brief and lucid discussion of the topic in W. K. C. Guthrie, The Sophists (Cam- 
bridge, 1971), pp. 209-18, 304-11. 

'OSSR 5.a.12, 15, 22. 

''This is connected to the question of whether Antisthenes was the founder of Cyn- 
icism, which is a widely debated issue. See, for example, SSR, 3:203—-11 n. 24, and Gi- 
annantoni’s conclusion: “Dovrano essere interpretate come invenzione posteriori anche 
tutte le notizie che tendano ad attribuire gia ad Antistene gli elementi essenziali dell’ ab- 
bigliamento e del modo di vivere cinico” (SSR, 3:211). On the other side of the debate, 
see, among others, E. Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen (Leipzig, 1923), 2.1:280ff. See 
also Giannantoni’s summary presentation and criticism of scholarly views on the subject 
in SSR, cited above. 

'?For a persuasive interpretation of Socrates’ attitude toward the nonmoral goods see 
Vlastos (above, note 5), pp. 224-31. Vlastos’ views are grounded in solid textual evidence 
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tes is not an ascetic. Socrates removes the worldly goods from the top 
of his hierarchy of values, makes them conditional upon the virtue of 
the individual, and claims that if one has the wisdom to use them prop- 
erly, then things like wealth, strength, state honors, or high offices are 
indeed goods rather than intermediaries between good and evil.'* But 
if Socrates does not reject all material goods, he certainly does not go 
out of his way to acquire or to increase them. "4 

Enjoyment of various goods is related to pleasure, and pleasure is 
not unconditionally condemned either by Antisthenes or by his teacher. 
It is unnecessary to broach here the subject of the pleasures of the soul 
or of the mind, inasmuch as most members of the Socratic circle en- 
dorse mental pleasures—whether this implies hedonism, moderate he- 
donism, or no hedonism at all. I shall confine my discussion to bodily 
pleasures, which are invariably associated with the enjoyment of 
worldly goods, for it is precisely in respect of these pleasures that An- 
tisthenes is traditionally said to deviate from the Socratic norm by pro- 
fessing an extreme asceticism never advocated by his mentor. 

Several ancient authors report that Antisthenes adopted a thor- 
oughly negative view of bodily pleasure. Aristotle’s anonymous refer- 
ence to “those who think that no pleasure is a good either in itself or 
incidentally” (Eth. Nic. 7.11, 1152b8—10) is often taken to refer to Antis- 
thenes. '® According to Diogenes Laertius (6.2, 9.101) he believed that 
toil (which involves pain) is a good, while pleasure is an evil. By the sec- 
ond century A.D. the proverbial saying “I prefer to go mad than to feel 
pleasure,” which is also attributed to him, completes the picture of a per- 
sonality for whom virtue and pleasure are irremediably incompatible. 

But a closer look at the fragments indicates that this picture is not 
quite adequate, for there is a completely different tradition of various 
late sources attesting a moderate attitude according to which Antis- 
thenes did not discard all pleasures unqualifiedly but only some of 
them.’ Stobaeus reports that Antisthenes was agreeable to pleasures 


mostly from the early Platonic dialogues. See, for instance, Ap. 30a—b; Grg. 467e—468bz4, 
499c—500a; Euthd. 279a—b; Meno. 78c; also Xen. Mem. 1.3.5—-15. 

“In Socratic scholarship the attitude of Socrates toward material goods is often con- 
nected to his views on pleasure. For an interesting discussion of the topic see the essay by 
Harold Tarrant in Chapter 4 of this volume. 

‘The minor importance of nonmoral goods in Socratic ethics is signaled by the 
Socratic thesis that virtue is both necessary and sufficient for happiness. For an engaging 
perspective on this subject, see Vlastos (above, note 5), pp. 200—232; and, for the Stoics’ 
development of this thesis, see the essay by Gisela Striker in Chapter 9. 

'°Giannantoni, for instance, includes that passage in the fragments of Antisthenes 
(SSR 5.a.118) and attributes to him the expressions “I would rather go mad then feel 
pleasure” and “I would shoot Aphrodite” (SSR, 3:358 n.39). 

'’The same kind of incompatibility between an ascetic and mildly hedonistic tradition 
occurs in the evidence on Diogenes. See K. von Fritz, “Quellen Untersuchungen zu 
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resulting from hard effort but hostile to the “easy” pleasures (SSR 5.a. 
126)—a statement in the light of which we may read Diogenes Laertius 
passage as implying a similar position. Athenaeus reproduces the even 
more positive view that pleasures for which one has no reason to re- 
pent are good (SSR 5.a.127). Both texts are compatible with Xeno- 
phon’s much earlier evidence, which depicts Antisthenes as susceptible 
to the simple pleasures of life. At the same time, Xenophon’s Antis- 
thenes objects to intense pleasures on the grounds that these may be 
harmful (Symp. 4.37—39). It is reasonable to assume that intense plea- 
sures are the ones that come about effortlessly, the “easy” pleasures, 
and that they are the ones about which we may repent in the future. 
Xenophon’s testimony should be preferred because it is earliest, it 
derives from his firsthand acquaintance with Antisthenes, and it pro- 
vides details about the kind of pleasures he accepted (i.e., bodily plea- 
sures produced by the satisfaction of basic needs). As such it fits well 
the Socratic side of Antisthenes, for no matter what position one takes 
regarding the controversial subject of Socratic hedonism, Socrates 
clearly does not dismiss all bodily pleasures but only those that may re- 
sult in enslavement of the soul; there are some bodily pleasures that 
produce nonmoral goods (PI. Grg. 499C—5 00a) and that are not objec- 
tionable provided that they are coupled with virtue. 
Still, we need to explain why some fragments assign an obsessive 
antihedonism to Antisthenes. None of them comes from an early 
source. As I have already pointed out, Aristotle does not refer to An- 
tisthenes by name in the passage in the Nicomachean Ethics just quoted 
(7.11, 1152b8—10), whereas he does identify him and his followers 
when he criticizes Antisthenes’ logic. The commentator who intro- 
duces the name of Antisthenes is very cautious. He makes clear that he 
is not the one who thinks that Aristotle has Antisthenes in mind, but 
others do (paot, SSR 5.a.120). Besides, the immediate context in the 
Nicomachean Ethics, a discussion of the sufficiency of virtue for happi- 
ness irrespective of the pains or pleasures involved, can refer to 
Socrates as readily as to Antisthenes. I see no philosophical reason to 
assume that Aristotle criticizes here the latter’s tenets rather than the 
former’s. As to the late sources on our subject, we need to recall that 


Leben und Philosophie des Diogenes von Sinope,” Philologus Supplbd. 18, Heft 2 (1926): 
1—97 at pp. 42ff.; Goulet-Cazé (above, note 3), pp. 77-84. 

See above, note 12. See also Plato Laws 660e-—661a, where various nonmoral or 
moral goods are considered as goods only if they are acquired or performed with justice. 
(This theme occurs in several places in Plato's later dialogues.) Again, see Xenophon 
Memorabilia 4.1.5, where wealth, a nonmoral good, is not rejected on its own account but 
only if accompanied by lack of education and therefore of the possibility “to distinguish 
between things useful and things harmful.” 
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the thesis that bodily pleasure is to be rejected unqualifiedly belongs to 
some of the Cynics, and that by the end of the Hellenistic era, if not 
earlier, Antisthenes was considered the founder of their sect. Hence it 
is not surprising that Cynic dicta were attributed to him, and the no- 
torious “I prefer to go mad than to feel pleasure” is probably one such 
case.'8 | 

Turning now to the question of how “minor” a thinker Antisthenes 
was, we should examine first how much he simply repeated Socrates’ 
views, and second, what position he occupies on the intellectual spec- 
trum of fifth- and fourth-century Athens. Despite the undoubtedly 
Socratic aspects of his doctrine, it would be a mistake to accept the view 
of some scholars that Antisthenes limited his intellectual activities, dur- 
ing Socrates’ lifetime, merely to reproducing the latter’s views and to 
developing the particular aspects of Socratic teaching that suited him 
best after his teacher’s death, !° for there is evidence that Antisthenes 
did not uncritically embrace all that Socrates said. An example is An- 
tisthenes’ conception of virtue, which differs from the Socratic view. 
Socrates’ beliefs that virtue is knowledge and that nobody does wrong 
willingly are attested many times in the early Platonic dialogues?’ and 
also by Aristotle.?! For Socrates, right action results from knowledge of 
what is good, and once one has that knowledge human weakness can- 
not inhibit one from acting virtuously. It follows that the kind of phys- 
ical or mental exercises that aim to develop self-control are irrelevant to 
moral action, strictly speaking, although Socrates may have recom- 
mended them for nonmoral purposes.** There certainly is an intellec- 
tualist component in Antisthenes’ thought, for according to him the 
fool can become wise, therefore virtuous, by means of education, and 
once virtue is acquired, it cannot be lost (D.L. 6.12, 13, 105).7° Virtue 
depends upon a páðnoas, or teaching, on the nature of the good and 
the bad, on the nature of pleasure and pain, and we have every reason 
to believe that this mathésis is theoretical in the first place. But on the 
other hand, Antisthenes claimed that virtue consists in deeds and fur- 


'I am in complete agreement with Tarrant’s view (see Chapter 4) that Antisthenes’ 
ethics is compatible with an enlightened hedonism that consists in allowing for the en- 
Joyment of pleasure only when pleasure is the appropriate response to a particular sit- 
uation. 

'"See, for example, G. Grote, Plato and the Other Companions of Socrates? (London, 
1875), 2:504—6; Guthrie (above note 9), p. 306; Goulet-Cazé (above, note 3), PP. 141-50. 

See Ap. 26a; Lach. 194d; Lysis 210d; Prt. 357aff.; Chrm. 174bff.; also Hi. ma. 296c; 
Gre. 488a. 

'See Eth. Eud. 1.5, 1216b1—25. 

*2See Xen. Symp. 2.17; Pl. Symp. 219cff. 

?3Similarly, vice can be “unlearned,” and this constitutes a uáðnua, or lesson (SSR 
5-87). 
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ther that virtue is sufficient for happiness provided that the Socratic 
strength is added to it (D.L. 6.11). Strength here is strength of character 
or strength of will by means of which one overcomes one’s weaknesses 
and thus performs virtuous deeds.** So knowledge is no longer a suf- 
ficient condition for virtue unless strength is present. 

We have no way to find out how Antisthenes’ position on the nature 
of virtue was initially formed. It may have been developed by Antis- 
thenes before he met Socrates, which would imply that this affinity of 
views between the two philosophers was a motive and not a conse- 
quence of Antisthenes’ adherence to the Socratic circle. It may equally 
well have been the outcome of interaction between Antisthenes, the 
other Socratics, and Socrates himself. Antisthenes may have reached it 
while Socrates was still alive or, alternatively, after Socrates’ death. We 
simply do not have adequate evidence to determine the origin of An- 
tisthenes’ doctrine. Nevertheless, it seems virtually certain that Antis- 
thenes’ doctrine is not a simple repetition of a Socratic belief. His 
conception of virtue is less counterintuitive than the one entailed by 
Socratic intellectualism, and from that point of view it might appear as 
a significant improvement over the latter, although in strictly philo- 
sophical terms it probably is not. One may even wonder whether some 
philosophers did in truth consider Antisthenes’ introduction of the no- 
tion of strength as an improvement over the Socratic position, for Cyn- 
ics, Stoics, and before them Xenophon developed doctrines in which 
knowledge obtained by means of reason coexists with the requirement 
of intellectual and physical exercise as a means to self-control.*” On ac- 
count of both his philosophical contribution and his influence I sug- 
gest that it is awkward to consider Antisthenes as a minor thinker in the 
ordinary sense of the term. 

Another result of the assumption that Antisthenes was completely 
subdued to the personality of Socrates is the widespread belief that af- 
ter he met Socrates, Antisthenes devoted himself exclusively to ethics. 
It may be true that he had a strong interest in ethics, and it is likely that 
he developed it further after he joined the Socratics. But there is no 
significant indication that Antisthenes, during the years of his compan- 
ionship with Socrates, composed only ethical treatises or that he dis- 
claimed his previous works. Nor does Antisthenes’ practice asa teacher 
support the hypothesis in question. Whether he was teaching in the 
gymnasium of Cynosarges (SSR 5.a.22, 23) and whether this would im- 


24The point has been made by Goulet-Cazé (above, note 3), pp. 142ff. Her claim that 
Antisthenes was the first Socratic to appeal to the ideal of strength of character thus em- 
phasizes the moral importance of exercise or training (GoKyo1c). 

25On this see the major contribution of Goulet-Cazé (above, note 3) to the analysis of 
the notion of askeésis. 
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ply the existence of an organized school”® is dubious.” But he certainly 
had a number of pupils and followers who are identified as a separate 
sect and who presumably embraced both the Antisthenean doctrine 
and mode of life. There is no reason to assume that this teaching con- 
sisted solely of ethical topics; on the contrary, Aristotle refers explicitly 
to the logic of “the Antistheneans” (SSR 5.a.150), Epictetus cites his 
principle that “the beginning of education is the examination of names” 
(SSR 5.a.160), and Stobaeus reports an anecdote in which Antisthenes 
offers lessons in rhetoric or alternatively in philosophy according to the 
needs and capacities of each pupil (SSR 5.a.173). There is some evi- 
dence that Antisthenes charged fees for his teaching.?° If this was in- 
deed the case, it is likely that he offered to teach a variety of subjects 
that were in demand, not only ethics. Again, no source suggests that 
Antisthenes abandoned these activities upon becoming Socrates’ 
friend: to the contrary, the story that he advised his own students to 
follow Socrates implies that he continued his teaching during his 
Socratic days. It is doubtful that he could secure his living from family 
money, and yet Xenophon attests that he lived in decent, although not 
luxurious, conditions (SSR 5.4.82), which implies some income. 

Looking into details of the preserved lists of Antisthenes’ writings 
(SSR 5.a.41), we find a prolific author who is attested to have treated a 
variety of subjects: logic, epistemology and metaphysics, grammar and 
literature, rhetoric, political philosophy and religion, as well as ethics. 
In this respect, Antisthenes displays the wide intellectual interests 
characteristic of the sophistic period. The overlap between his interests 
and those of the sophists, on the one hand, and of Socrates, on the 
other, has led D. B. Dudley to propose the following interpretation of 
Antisthenes’ philosophy: 


‘The impression left by an examination of what are known to have been his 
doctrines in various departments of knowledge is that there is little here 
that is original. His logical position was that of the Neo-Eleatics; the in- 
fluence of Socrates is paramount in his ethics; his political views are a syn- 
thesis compounded of the Socratic idea of the sophos, the Sophistic 


°°Cf. SSR 5.a.150, where Aristotle refers to Antisthenes’ pupils as of 'Avtioðéverot; 
and SSR 5.a.26, which distinguishes the doctrine of the Antistheneans from that of the 
Cynics. 

27On this see F. Decleva Caizzi, Antisthenis Fragmenta (Milan, 1966), pp. 119ff.; and 
SSR, 3:203~11 n. 24. 

*8SSR 5.a.169. SSR 5.a.170 can be considered valid evidence for the claim that An- 
tisthenes charged fees for his teaching only if one assumes, together with Giannantoni, 
that Antisthenes is indeed a target of attack in Isocrates Against the Sophists 13.1—6. How- 
ever, Giannantoni dismisses the probability of Antisthenes charging fees on the grounds 
of Xenophon Symposium 4.43 (SSR, 3:205). 


[ 376 ] Voula Tsouna McKirahan 


opposition between nomos and physis and the reactions of a “Socratic man” 
to the events of contemporary history. In his interest in names one ma 
suspect the influence of Prodicus; that of Gorgias is undoubted on his 
style and his rhetorical studies; in Homeric “interpretation” he followed 
the already popular method of allegory.?° 


In other words, Antisthenes’ doctrine is nothing but an eclectic amal- 
gam of the philosophy of Socrates and of the sophists, and the philos- 
opher is characterized as “a typical minor figure of that time of 
intellectual ferment.”*° This interpretation is typical of a whole gener- 
ation of scholars discussing Antisthenes;*' hence brief comment on it is 
in order. | 

The way in which Dudley reaches his rather depressing conclusion is 
I believe, objectionable on three separate grounds. 

First, methodologically: philosophical evaluation should not rel 
completely on the chronological priority of one doctrine over N 
Originality, for instance, is not only a matter of which doctrine dane 
first but also of when it acquired argumentative coherence and com- 
pleteness. Even if Dudley is right in claiming that Antisthenes did not 
come up with a radically new set of tenets, it does not follow that his 
philosophical contribution in discussing already familiar topics was un- 
original. 

Second, historically: Antisthenes received a good deal of attention 
from major and minor philosophical figures of the Greek world,?? not 
only as a result of his relation to Socrates but also in his own right Ar- 
istotle, for instance, discusses his metaphysical and logical views on sub- 
stances, composite substances, and definitions and cites “the fable of 
Antisthenes” in order to illustrate one of his own tenets in the Politics 
(SSR 5-a.68); Aristotelian commentators reproduce and criticize his 
thesis on the impossibility of contradiction (SSR 5.a.183, 1 55) and his 
theory of universals (SSR 5.a.149), and none of them connects these 
subjects to the sophists or the Neo-Eleatics. Antisthenes also was praised 
for his literary virtues (SSR 5.a.50), his argumentative skill (SSR 
5-a.22), and his qualities as a teacher of philosophy and rhetoric.** 

Third, and most important, philosophically: despite the lack of sub- 
stantial evidence on the subject, there are some examples that point in 
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a direction different from Dudley’s account of Antisthenean doctrine 
along eclectic lines. Consider three cases involving Antisthenes logic, 
metaphysics, and theory of language. First, Antisthenes shares the so- 
phistic view that falsehood is impossible (SSR 5.a.152, 155) as well as its 
corollary, the impossibility of contradiction. But unlike Gorgias or Pro- 
tagoras, he provides support for that thesis by arguing that each object 
can be described only by one Aéyoc, that is, that there is only one logos 
proper to each thing (Arist. Metaph. A5, 1024b32—34; D.L. 6.3); since 
contradiction requires that there be two logoi about the same thing and, 
furthermore, that one of them be true and the other false, it follows 
that contradiction is impossible.** Second, the thesis that essences are 
not further analyzable and therefore cannot be defined is ascribed to 
Antisthenes and his school on the authority of Aristotle, who criticizes 
it vigorously (Metaph. H3, 1043b23ff.); it has no exact precedent in the 
sophistic tradition.” Third, the doctrine of the natural affinity be- 
tween names and objects is associated both with Antisthenes and with 
the sophist Lycophron; but there is no further evidence of influence 
either way, nor do we know enough to assert that the content of the 
doctrine was identical in the two cases. These three examples indicate 
that there is a range of common interests between Antisthenes and 
some of the sophists.*° But Antisthenes seems inclined to go farther 
than reproducing standard paradoxes and illustrating familiar topics 
for familiar purposes. Rather, he is interested in the philosophical 
foundations of sophistic tenets and seems to appreciate genuine philo- 
sophical investigation for its own merits. 


2. Aristippus as a Socratic 


It is harder to assess Aristippus’ philosophy than Antisthenes’: the 
hostility of most sources,” the occasional confusion between Aristip- 
pus and his grandson,” and the habit of many late authors to ascribe 


34On this see, for example, C. M. Gillespie, “The Logic of Antisthenes,” AGP 26 

(1913): 479—500; V. Celluprica, “Antistene: Logico o sofista,” Elenchos 8 (1987): 285— 
28. 

35See, however, the doctrine referred to by Plato in Theaetetus 201C—202C, with J. Mac- 
Dowell’s commentary, Plato’s Theaetetus (Oxford, 1973), PP- 231—393 and M. F. Burnyeat, 
“The Material and Sources of Plato's Dream,” Phronesis 15 (1970): 101-22. 

*6Cf. Guthrie (above, note 9), pp. 209-18, 304-11. 

37See, for instance, the anecdotes in SSR 4.a.5, 6, 7, 27-43, 44-48. 

38Many modern scholars have expressed the suspicion that ancient authors often fell 
victims of the synonymy between the two Aristippi and failed to distinguish them from 
each other. This claim is usually attached to views about who is the real founder of the 
Cyrenaic doctrine. Cf., for example, Grote (above, note 19), 3:549; E. Mannebach, Aris- 
tippi et Cyrenaicorum Fragmenta (Leiden, 1961), pp. 114-18. 
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philosophical tenets to the Cyrenaics in general rather than to each 
Cyrenaic separately are the principal reasons.?9 Looking at the evi- 
dence, we can see that there are two categories of testimony on Aris- 
tippean ethics, one that attributes to him a straightforward hedonism 
and one that does not consider him a hedonist at all. According to the 
former, Aristippus was the first Cyrenaic to define the moral end as a 
smooth movement (SSR 4.a.175) that results in a pleasure of the body 
is confined strictly to the present, and is very short-lived (SSR 4.a. 174). 
Pleasure must be distinguished from happiness (evdauovia), which is 
the sum of particular pleasures, present as well as past and future ones 

extended over one’s lifetime (SSR 4.a.173, 174). It is pleasure and not 
happiness that is pursued for its own sake (SSR 4.a.1'72). (Authors in 
this tradition often add venomous comments about the way in which 
Aristippus uses hedonism as an alibi for his self-indulgence.)*° 

On the other hand, Aristocles denies that Aristippus defined plea- 

sure as the only thing that is intrinsically good, and there is further in- 
formation that he never lectured defending a particular moral end 
(SSR 4-a.173), whether pleasure or anything else—a piece of evidence 
that fits perfectly with Aristippus’ distaste for a didactic tone in teach- 
ing or speaking (Arist. Rh. 2.23, 1398b31—32). Instead, Aristippus be- 
lieves that pleasure is to be sought and enjoyed not unconditionally but 
only if it does not endanger our self-control (SSR 4.a.86, 87, 95—98). 
The latter is the result of philosophical education, together with the 
acquisition of internal freedom, self-awareness,*! and the promotion of 
the well-being of the soul by means of study (weAétn) and endurance 
(kaptepia).** These goods are not instrumental to the enjoyment of 
pleasure but valuable in themselves. If one obtains them, one may se- 

curely savor bodily pleasures; if one does not obtain them, one presum- 

ably should not pursue bodily pleasures, for they would hinder the 

promotion of virtue in the soul. It is obvious that the testimonies con- 

cerning hedonism imply an unbridgeable gap between Socratic and 
Aristippean ethics, while the nonhedonistic evidence does not. Leaving 
aside speculations about the origin of the two traditions, I want to ar- 
gue for accepting the latter. 

First, as already mentioned, Eusebius reports Aristocles’ outright 

declaration that Aristippus was not a hedonist, only thought to be so 


*°It is noteworthy that the extended fragments on Cyrenaic epi i 

uted to the Cyrenaics in general and not o Aristippus T a e ado A 
l SSR 4-43.53, 54, 96, 99, 201. See also Socrates’ attack on the identification of hap- 

piness with pleasure in Plato Gorgias 494e, which served as a basis for considering Aris- 
uppus' alleged hedonism as thoroughly anti-Socratic. (There is no indication that this 
passage in the Gorgias has Aristippus as a specific target.) 

wee: Pl. Ap. 38a for the importance ascribed to it by Socrates. 

SSR 4.4.2, 5, 55, 56, 105, 107, 124, 130. 
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on the grounds of his intemperance (návv tbypdc kai pńðovos, SSR 
4.a.173). Since Eusebius’ source or sources on the Cyrenaics are excel- 
lent, as indicated by his accurate presentation of the very unusual te- 
nets of Cyrenaic epistemology, we have good reason to trust his testi- 
mony. Second, it is undoubtedly true that the Cyrenaics who came after 
Aristippus developed a hedonistic theory in which the moral end was 
the momentary present pleasure. Their ethics was backed by an elab- 
orate epistemology that claims that the only knowledge accessible to us 
is the knowledge of our undergoings (140n).*° The ethical claim that 
momentary pleasure is the good has an irrefutable character precisely 
in virtue of the fact that pleasure is an undergoing and therefore is self- 
evident.** But no text on Cyrenaic epistemology mentions Aristippus. 
Instead, the most plausible candidate as the founder of the doctrine is 
Aristippus’ grandson, usually called Aristippus the Mother-taught. If 
Aristippus were a hedonist, his ethics would lack the epistemological 
basis for its central claim and thus would appear trivial. On the other 
hand, in the nonhedonistic tradition Aristippus’ ethical theory is firmly 
based on beliefs common to the members of the Socratic circle, is co- 
herent and intuitively persuasive. Third, no author indicates that Aris- 
tippus worked out what sort of activities were acceptable as a means to 
the end of enjoying pleasure. If Aristippus were a hedonist pursuing 
exclusively the pleasure of the present and showing indifference to its 
implications in the longer run, he would be committed to the view that 
any activity that provides pleasure would do. But then he could hardly 
be acceptable as a companion of Socrates. It is one thing for Socrates to 
count against Aristippus his excessive joie de vivre, but it would be an- 
other to consider him outright immoral, and there is no evidence that 
Socrates so considered him. Fourth, the view that pleasure is povó- 
xpovos (SSR 4.a.174), taken together with the belief that momentary 
pleasure is the end, appears incompatible with the importance attrib- 


43On Cyrenaic epistemology, see Döring (above, note 3), pp. 8—32; V. Tsouna McKira- 
han, “The Cyrenaic Theory of Knowledge,” OSAP 10 (1992): 161—g2. 

*4On this see T. H. Irwin, “Aristippus against Happiness,” Monist 74 (1991): 62—66. In 
this closely argued article, Irwin claims that the rejection of eudaimonism by Aristippus 
and the Cyrenaics is based on doubts about personal identity. The notion of happiness 
entails beliefs about temporally extended collections of individual impressions. It also is 
based on the assumption that we are temporally extended persons, which again involves 
belief in temporally extended collections. But according to the Cyrenaics such beliefs are 
unsupported, since they are not about individual affections. So skepticism about collec- 
tions of individual impressions that extends to skepticism about a persisting self is at the 
basis of Aristippus’ rejection of eudaimonism. This fascinating and highly philosophical 
interpretation is, I believe, incompatible with the evidence on the Socratic aspect of Aris- 
tippus. Interests such as education, endurance, or self-control make sense only if one 
perceives oneself and others as persisting selves who admit of moral improvement. That 
of course does not affect Irwin’s argument, for even if it does not apply to Aristippus, it 
can be argued that it applies to the Cyrenaics who came after him. 
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uted to long-lasting activities such as philosophy or painful efforts such 
as endurance. If we believe the claim of the testimonies concernin he 
donism, it follows that not only must we discard Aristocles as a ee 
but also that we must disbelieve all texts that attribute to Aristi 
Socratic features. And this, first, is not economical, and ee 
leaves unexplained the presence of Aristippus in the Socratic circle 
If, on the other hand, we accept the nonhedonistic portrayal of Aris 
tippus doctrine, and we assume that one interprets the evidence i 
Socrates (including Platonic dialogues such as the Protagoras, the Gor. 
gias, ma the Hippias major) along nonhedonist lines,” as I am inclined 
to do,’ then we infer that Aristippus and Socrates differ on the subject 
of pleasure with respect to its practical implications, not in heir : 
spective definitions of the moral end. For Socrates control over bodily 
pleasure dictates a life of moderation, while for Aristippus it does oe 
One ptece of evidence on this topic is particularly helpful in tracing th , 
limits of Aristippus’ Socraticism in the matter of pleasure and a a 
o It is an argument between Aristippus and Socrates reported 
P Eaa (Mem. 2.1.1 1—34) on the undesirability of a voluptuous 
te and on the implications of such a life for one’s civic existence. I shall 
come back to the details of the argument in section 3; here I refer onl 
to the parts of it that are relevant to Aristippus’ views on pleasure 
od argue for two points regarding the passage from Xenophon First 
it provides direct evidence for the claim that Aristippus was a eudail- 
ee and not a hedonist. Second, Socrates’ argument leaves s 
o dae belief that is morally right for one to enjoy various 
Socrates intends to rebuke Aristippus for being too keen on savorin 
various bodily pleasures; so he offers him two alternatives Either reed 
tippus will be a ruler, in which case he must acquire self-restraint orh 
will be ruled, subordinate or slave, in which case he can inmmeie hi j 
self in pleasures but also risk undergoing serious pains. a 
sumption must be that Aristippus will choose the former and thus that 
he will be committed to moderation. He proves wrong in his ex ee 
tion, for part of Aristippus’ answer is that he aims at the ree and 
pleasantest life (pQoté te Kai HStota Bioteverv, Mem. 2.1 .g) and that he 
wishes to live a life of freedom that leads to happiness (1pdc eddau- 
HOvLaV Ayetv, 2.1.11). But this indicates that Aristippus does not seek 
pleasures for their own sake but presumably views them as a means to 
or a component of happiness. Also, he does not look at the momentar 
pleasures of the present but at his life as a whole (bioteuein). Besides it 


45 . sig Ae l 
a e e a vast bibliography on the subject: see Harold Tarrant’s essay in the present 
me (Chapter 4), which contains an interpretation of the Platonic evid i 
Socrates according to which he is presented as a kind of intellectual hed oe 
I shall not argue for it here, for purposes of brevity and coherence di 
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seems that Socrates addresses his rebellious interlocutor on the as- 
sumption that he is not a hedonist of the kind that other Cyrenaiċs 
turned out to be, for his questions as to what political role Aristippus 
wishes to play or as to how he plans to live his life, as well as his final 
exhortation that Aristippus think these matters over and show some 
care for his life in the future (2.1.34), presuppose that Socrates con- 
ceives of Aristippus’ life as a whole and that Aristippus shares that way 
of looking at his own life. 

Independent evidence tells us that Aristippus indulged in pleasures 

but at the same time made sure that he was in control of his experi- 
ences and that pleasure did not master him instead (SSR 4.a.86—87, 
95—98). In order to succeed in rendering him more temperate, 
Socrates should argue that self-discipline entails moderation and that 
it is incompatible with satisfying unnecessary desires. Instead, he puts 
forward a utilitarian argument in which moderation in pleasure is in- 
strumental to the end of ruling. Aristippus admits that if one is inter- 
ested in becoming a ruler, then one should cultivate moderation. But 
he is not interested in becoming a ruler, and so does not need to be- 
come temperate. However, Socrates continues with his argument and 
keeps missing the point. We are left to wonder whether Aristippus is 
finally right: although pleasure is not the moral end, it is an important 
constituent of happiness. And one can be self-disciplined without ab- 
staining from pleasure either partially or totally. 

It is hard to assess Aristippus’ overall philosophical importance on 
the basis of the available evidence and thus to assess the question of 
how “minor” he was. Traditionally he is depicted as one of the most 
minor figures of the Socratic circle—someone whose questionable 
charm consists in vulgar wit, social rudeness, opportunism, and un- 
scrupulousness. However, there are some indications that such a por- 
trayal is unfounded. The titles of his works (SSR 4.a.144), if indeed 
they are genuine,*’ show that his primary interest was in ethical ques- 
tions (SSR 4.a.166). It may be that he mostly dealt with practical ethics, - 
but we are also allowed to glimpse a theoretical argument to the effect 
that every object is associated with a moral end, and therefore objects 
that are morally neutral do not exist (SSR 4.a.171). On account of this 
argument he dismissed the study of mathematics (SSR 4.a.170—71) and 
perhaps also of natural science.*® On the other hand, some titles of his 
books indicate an interest in rhetoric. Linguistic morphology and se- 
mantics should be added to his topics of discussion (SSR 4.a.149), al- 


47SSR 4.a.144. According to Diogenes Laertius (2.84), Sosicrates believed that Aris- 


tippus wrote nothing at all. 
8SSR 4.a.167-68. However, it must be noticed that according to Sextus the Cyrenaic 


theory is divided into five sections, one of which is natural science and another logic. 
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though it is unknown whether he had any grammatical, semantic, or 
linguistic theory of his own. History and perhaps literature complete 
the list of his interests.49 Whether or not Aristippus showed any orig- 
inality in any of these subjects, his intellectual activity was not recat 
to the thoughtless adoption of a few Socratic tenets or to the repro- 
duction of Socratic mannerisms but extended to familiar topics of 
Greek intellectual tradition. Nor can his knowledge of the latter have 
been completely superficial, for he taught in the competitive environ- 
ment of Athenian culture for a substantial fee and fairly successfully 


(SSR 4.a. 1, 3, 7, 23), a fact that is diligently exploited by various authors 
for polemic purposes. 


3. Antisthenes and Aristippus on Political Participation 


The assumption that Antisthenes was a sworn antihedonist while 
the Cyrenean was a sybaritic hedonist, and that consequently neither 
was a Socratic in his ethics*° lies behind the long-standing belief that 
their doctrines were diametrically opposed, and not only in strictly eth- 
ical matters.”! In the following passage Saint Augustine epitomizes two 
points of contrast on which I now focus my discussion: 


Did not Aristippus flourish there [at Athens], who saw the highest good 
in the pleasure of the body, and there too Antisthenes, who asserted that 
man becomes happy rather by superior character—two distinguished phi- 
losophers, both Socratic, yet they located the highest life in realms so dif- 
ferent and contradictory that, while one said that the wise man should 
shun politics, the other said that he should serve the state? Yet each mus- 


n flock of disciples to follow his own sectarian philosophy. (De civ. 


In view of our discussion in sections 1 and 2 of the two philosophers’ 
positions on pleasure, it is clear that so sharp a contrast between their 
ethics is unjustified. Antisthenes welcomes certain bodily pleasures 


49 ° . . . . 
a Aristippus is reported to have written a history of his homeland, Libya (D.L. 2.83) 
i e wrote in two dialects, Attic and Doric: this may indicate an interest in literature 
A it oe also be the result of having been educated as a Cyrenean gentleman of P4 
ependent means—in which case it does not constitut i i 
e evide 
ee nce of special scholarly 
5( a . . . 
This thesis has survived into recent scholarship: thus Vlastos (above, note 5), Pp 
204-5, 208, holds that for Aristippus virtue is desirable only as an instrumental pears to 
appiness and that happiness is identical with pleasure, while for Antisthenes virtue is 


the sole constituent of and identical with h i 
appiness. I too used to h iew; 
doctoral thesis (above, note 3). A oeeontes y 


°'Cf. Harold Tarrant’s essay in Chapter 4. 
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provided that they are of the right kind, amount, and intensity, just as 
Aristippus accepts pleasure, provided that the conditions of self- 
awareness and self-control obtain. Antisthenes is not an unqualified 
enemy of pleasure, nor is Aristippus an unconditional lover of it. Since 
both gave priority to the development and protection of virtue in the 
soul, and both stressed the importance of self-discipline, they are in 
these respects close to Socratic morality, and there is no room for the 
dramatic difference envisaged by both ancient and modern commen- 
tators. Nor is there much sense in trying to assess whether the hedo- 
nism of the Cyrenean or the asceticism of Antisthenes represents more 
faithfully the Socratic spirit.” 

The second point on which Saint Augustine concentrates, namely, 
participation in politics, is another pillar of the sharp distinction tra- 
ditionally drawn between Antisthenes and Aristippus: the former is 
considered a pure Socratic in his civic loyalty and his commitment to 
serve the state,” while the latter is depicted as a cosmopolitan whose 


ack of civic bonds is scandalous and alienates him from Socrates.” 


The few surviving fragments of Antisthenes’ political thought dis- 
play a preoccupation with political incompetence and corruption, its 
results for the city-state, the relation between vice and power, and the 
need for good political criteria (SSR 5.a.71, 73, 76). He treated the 
problematic topic of virtues and their connection to the civic good and 
stressed the uncontroversial character of justice as the highest virtue 
both in the individual and in the state (SSR 5.a.78). Diogenes Laertius 
(6.11) attributes to him the tenet that “the wise person will be guided 
in his public deeds not by the established laws but by the law of vir- 
tue,” while a passage in Stobaeus summarizes Antisthenes’ attitude 
toward practical politics as an equilibrium between excessive involve- 
ment in and total abstention from political life (SSR 5.a.70). 


52Most modern scholars agree that although Antisthenes’ asceticism carries some fea- 
tures of Socratic morality to the extreme, it is the closest approximation to the teaching 
of Socrates. See, among others, Grote (above, note 19); Giannantoni, SSR 3:348—61 
n. 39. For an exhaustive bibliography, see esp. SSR 3:348—61 nn. 1—48; see also Goulet- 
Cazé’s discussion (above, note 3), pp. 141-45, of Antisthenes’ intellectualism and its 
Socratic provenance. 

53The Socrates of the early Platonic dialogues declares that he abstains from politics 
(Ap. 31c—32a; Grg. 473€), and yet he claims that he is the only Athenian to engage in true 
political art (Grg. 521d). These two claims are not contradictory; cf. Vlastos (above, note 
5), pp. 240—41, who argues that Socrates did not have any political theory despite his 
critical attitude toward the politics of his day and despite his strong commitment to the 
laws of the Athenian state. See also R. Kraut, Socrates and the State (Princeton, 1984), with 
Vlastos’ review in TLS 24 (August 1984). 

>4Cf. J. Humbert, Socrate et les petits Socratiques (Paris, 1967), pp. 246-47, 261-63. 

*5For a parallel of Antisthenes with the Platonic Socrates regarding the priority of the 
moral laws over the laws of the state see Apology 29d, where Socrates declares that he will 
obey the god rather than the Athenians, much as he cherishes them. 
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These texts have been taken to indicate a refusal to become a pro- 
tagonist on the Athenian political scene and also a wholehearted ac- 
ceptance of the bonds of Athenian citizenship.” These features are 
shared by the Platonic and Xenophontic Socrates;>” as I shall argue 
neither should be assigned to Antisthenes. | 

While Antisthenes’ political thought undeniably displays certain 
Socratic characteristics, there appear to be important differences be- 
tween the two philosophers on the question of political practice. 
Socrates was not a professional politician but participated in politics by 
his own choice and in his capacity as an Athenian citizen. While his at- 
titude toward the application of Athenian laws in his own case is con- 
troversial, it is clear that his criticisms of political principles as well as of 
powerful individuals did not undermine his acceptance of his jury’s 
verdict of death. Part of this was due to his awareness of the rights and 
obligations of his citizenship, as emerges mainly from the evidence in 
the Crito. 

None of this was the case with Antisthenes. He was the son of a 
Thracian slave (SSR 5.a.1—-6) and probably, therefore, not an Athenian 
citizen.”* If so, his participation in politics (in Athens anyway), either as 
a politician or as a layman, was excluded. Thus he could not go so close 
to politics “as to get burned” but also did not go so far from it “as to feel 
chilly” (SSR 5.a.70), since he benefited from provisions in the Athenian 
constitution protecting people of his status. In this contingent situation 
he was unlikely to feel “the slave” or “the offspring” of the laws (Pl. Cri. 
50e) of any particular city. He was not allowed “to persuade” them 
(51c) by means of a public speech, he had no “agreement” or “contract” 
with them (5 1e—52a), and if he had been in Socrates’ place, perhaps he 
would have done what “the meanest slave would do” (52d): escape 
from prison and from a morally unjust death. His attacks on the pol- 
iticians of the day are expected from a moral philosopher,’ concern 
Athens only incidentally, and constitute no evidence for a particular 
psychological involvement with the city of Athens. His thoughts on the 
relation between virtue and politics are a familiar topic among Socrat- 
ics and sophists and are by no means the exclusive property of an Athe- 
nian. The implication of his dictum that the public deeds of the wise 

should be dictated by the moral rather than the civic law seems to me 


"Humbert (above, note 54), p. 247. 

” For Xenophon, see David O’Connor’s essay in Chapter 6 of this volume. He dis- 
cusses Socrates’ political attitude in terms of a paradox created by his view that political 
control is something desirable and by his rejection of the conventional means of political 
control. 

58GFf. Sen. Constant. 18.5; Guthrie (above, note 9), p. 306 n. 1; and Humbert (above, 


note 54), Pp. 247. 
>“His attacks on Alcibiades are notorious for their violence. 
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straightforward: if the former happens to conflict with the latter, so 
much the worse for the civic law.®” This does not express any commit- 
ment to the laws of a city, whatever these are, or any particular loyalty 
to the laws of Athens. It may be that Antisthenes allowed for the wise 
man to serve the state, as St. Augustine reports, provided that the ap- 
propriate moral conditions obtain. But this is not to say that involve- 
ment in politics is an unconditional moral obligation. 

Our main source on Aristippus’ political stance is Xenophon Memo- 
rabilia 2.1. The context of the argument is rhetoric," and the argu- 
ment itself, at least according to its author, is initiated by Socrates and 
has a didactic purpose (2.1.34). Socrates’ assumption is that there are 
two and only two possible roles that one can undertake in politics, that 
of ruling and that of “never putting himself forward” (2.1.1), which 
Socrates equates with being ruled (2.1.10). He argues that either of 
these roles requires a particular type of moral education regarding 
matters of pleasure and pain: in the case of “those fitting to be rulers” 
the educational objective should be self-restraint, endurance, and 
temperance.® So far as the ruled are concerned, the implication is that 
they may indulge in satisfying intemperate desires or indeed that they 
should be encouraged to do so because then they are easily amenable 
to obeying their leaders. 

The first step of the argument deploys along familiar lines: by a se- 
ries of questions and answers Socrates leads Aristippus to conclude 
that men who restrain themselves regarding pleasure are fit to be 
rulers,’ while the intemperate can have no claim to political power 
(2.1.2—7). So far the reader has no reason to suspect that Socrates’ in- 
terlocutor will challenge the exhaustive and exclusive disjunction that 
in a political society either one is a ruler or one is ruled (2.1.12). Then 
Socrates directs the argument to Aristippus himself and asks him the 
following question: “Have you ever thought in which of these two cat- 
egories you would classify yourself?” (2.1.7). Socrates’ expectation 
seems to be that Aristippus will opt for one of the two alternatives; in 
either case his answer would enable Socrates to make his point that lack 
of moderation regarding bodily pleasures is to be avoided. If Aristip- 
pus answers that he is or wants to be a ruler, and since he has admitted 
that only the temperate are fit to be rulers, it follows that he should 


5°Humbert (above, note 54), pp. 246—47, draws precisely the opposite conclusion. 

61Cf. David O’Connor’s essay in Chapter 6. O’Connor interprets Aristippus’ political 
position in the Memorabilia as a distorted imitation of Socratic self-sufficiency such that 
in the doctrine of Aristippus self-sufficiency becomes alienation. 

®2These are to be distinguished from the mastery over pleasure that Aristippus pro- 
fesses and that I refer to as self-control. 

See also Mem. 1.5.1. 
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“exercise restraint with respect to food and drink and lust and sleep 
and chill and heat and toil” (2.11.1). On the other hand, if he claims to 
be among the ruled, Socrates will misleadingly equate that condition 
with political subordination (2.1.10) and slavery (2.1.12) and will enu- 
merate the evils that make these states undesirable (2.1.12—19). 

Aristippus’ dialectical move is to attach the bipolar scheme of ruling 
or being ruled to the political condition of citizenship by granting that 
point to Socrates (2.1.12), to detach himself from that condition (2.1.13), 
and to introduce a third possibility, namely, an apolitical stance “that 
leads neither through ruling nor through slavery but through free- 
dom” to happiness (2.1.11). Thus Aristippus can decline to be a ruler 
and yet can avoid being ruled, for Socrates himself considers citizen- 
ship as the necessary condition for these alternatives to be exhaustive 
(2.1.12), and Aristippus removes this condition by his claim that he is a 
foreigner in every land (2.1.13).°* So the liberty he claims for himself 
has a peculiar meaning: it is not freedom in the city but from the city. 
This point is confirmed by Saint Augustine: part of “the highest life” as 
defined by the Cyrenean is the voluntary abstention from the politics 
of any particular city. 

Aristippus’ position makes sense as a political option in view of his 
own nationality. For a Cyrenean whose native land was a theater of tur- 
moil long after the fall of the Battiads and that, despite its wealth, 
lacked political and cultural identity, indifference to politics is an un- 
derstandable attitude of practical and psychological self-defense. How- 
ever, we must not lose perspective of the fact that the argument in 
Xenophon is a moral argument. If we are to believe Xenophon, 
Socrates’ motivation was to make Aristippus admit the moral and prac- 
tical value of temperance, not to make him spell out his political stance. 
Similarly, Aristippus’ disavowal of civic bonds appears like a means to 
the end of enjoying an easy and pleasant life. That does not mean that 
Aristippus was not serious about his political views. But it does mean 


°*The word Eévog may mean “foreigner” or “a stranger receiving hospitality afd pro- 
tection qua stranger.” If we take it in this second sense in 2.1.13, it may provide the be- 
ginning of an answer to Socrates’ argument in 2.1.14—15, that strangers are vulnerable to 
all kinds of injuries precisely because they do not have the protections that citizenship 
offers. Aristippus might question the truth of this remark by reminding Socrates that 
strangers are customarily well received and courteously treated. 

is | prefer to avoid the term cosmopolitan in referring to Aristippus’ stance—first, be- 
cause Aristippus’ position is different from the Cynic thesis in significant respects, and 
the word is usually associated with Cynicism; second, because its modern use may lead to 
confusion. According to modern usage, cosmopolitanism denotes an eclectic mentality 
accompanied by smooth manners, social grace and flexibility, and a good deal of skep- 
ticism regarding moral matters. The political implications of the modern attitude are 
sa incidental to the extent that one’s political beliefs are part of one’s character and 

avior. 
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that, at least in this argument, which is also our main surviving passage 
on the matter, politics for Aristippus is subordinate to ethics. In that 
light it seems unjustified to contrast sharply the political views and be- 
havior of Antisthenes with those of Aristippus, for neither proposes an 
unqualified acceptance or rejection of political ties, neither develops a 
political theory for its own sake, and neither is a citizen in the standard 
Greek meaning of the word. 


4. Ancient Historiography and the Foundation 


of the Cynic and Cyrenaic Schools 


Early in ancient historiography Socrates and his companions were 
conceived as a group. This is indicated by the surviving titles and frag- 
ments of works such as The Socratics by Phanias and a homonymous 
composition by Idomeneus. It is also indicated by the locus that the var- 
ious Socratics occupy in compilations of a biographical or doxograph- 
ical nature, such as Hermippus’ and Diocles’ Lives, Heraclides’, 
Sotion’s, and Sosicrates’ books On the Successions, and Hippobotus’ book 
On the Sects. These writings examine the personalities and doctrines of 
each of the Socratics, one after the other, as members of one school 
whose founder was Socrates. Thus in Heraclides, for instance, Aristip- 
pus is treated right after Socrates, and Antisthenes comes right after 
Aristippus. The same holds of Sosicrates’ book on the successions of 
the philosophers. Overschematic though it may be, the classification of 
Antisthenes and Aristippus in the same Socratic group would be trivial 
and unproblematic were it not for two interrelated reasons: first, the 
Hellenistic historiographers considered Antisthenes and Aristippus as 
the founders of the Cynic and Cyrenaic schools respectively. Second, 
they treated these two schools under the heading of the Socratics in 
view of the fact that their founders were Socratics. Antisthenes’ and 
Aristippus’ identity as Socratics was as strong as their Cynic or 
Cyrenaic character in the eyes of several ancient scholars, a fact that 
renders their classification a tricky matter. In book 7 of his treatise, for 
instance, Sotion treats Antisthenes together with the Cynics and not 
with Socrates. Similarly, a few centuries later, Diogenes Laertius locates 
him in book 6 of his Lives despite his explicit intention to place him in 
book 2, after Xenophon (2.47). It follows that the relations between the 
Socratics, on the one hand, and the Cyrenaics, on the other, are viewed 
as a problem for the ancient historiographers in their attempts to clas- 
sify the Greek philosophers. 

The matter of who founded the Cynic and Cyrenaic schools is to the 
moderns at least as much of a problem as it was to the ancients, but of 
quite a different nature, for it is not conceived as a question of taxon- 
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omy but as a historical and philosophical question. And it cannot be 
decided until the reliability of our sources has been ascertained. So 
those who argued that Antisthenes determined the foundational prin- 
ciples of Cynicism relied heavily on the evidence from Hellenistic 
sources and especially on the tradition of the successions that claims 
the existence of a Cynic school as well as an uninterrupted sequence 
from Socrates to Antisthenes to Diogenes and down to Zeno.© On the 
other hand, the consensus in most recent scholarship is to consider 
the Hellenistic sources as artificial, antiphilosophical, and therefore 
completely unreliable.” For example, it is noticed that, for historical 
reasons, the teacher-pupil relationship between Antisthenes and Dio- 
genes that the successions assert cannot be true,®® nor is it true that a 
Cynic school ever existed. Cynicism was a way of living rather than a 
doctrine, and its teaching, if teaching there was, was performed by ex- 
ample and not by lecturing within the bounds of an educational insti- 
tution. The debate on Aristippus follows a similar pattern. Either the 
testimony of the successions is considered sound, and Aristippus is con- 
sequently appointed as the first Cyrenaic hedonist,” or it is completely 
dismissed on historical grounds, with the result that the existence of a 
Cyrenaic school appears doubtful, and the leadership of Aristippus 
even more so. 

My purpose here is not to question a moderate skepticism with re- 
spect to the uncritical use of historiographical sources. Together with 
Dudley, Iam persuaded that Antisthenes did not found a school where 
Cynicism was formally taught and that he was probably not the teacher 
of Diogenes. Following E. Mannebach, I find no reason to assume that 
Aristippus organized an institution called the Cyrenaic school or that 
he was the first to formulate the hedonistic sensationalism of Cyrenaic 
philosophy. I focus, however, on the information that we do get from 
our Hellenistic sources rather than on that which we do not get and 
suggest that this information is not altogether irrelevant to our inter- 
ests as historians of philosophy. I argue briefly for the following points. 
First, the anecdotal material of the Hellenistic sources sometimes em- 
bodies, illustrates, or explains philosophical tenets. Second, the claim 
of the successions to continuity, although often historically unfounded, 
can be philosophically enlightening. 


°°This attitude occurs mostly in the scholarly writings of the nineteenth century. See 
SSR 3:206 nn. 12-13. 

*7See SSR 3:206 nn. 12-13. 

"See, for instance, Dudley (above, note 29), pp. 1-17. 

**Philosophically, this view was supported by reference to the Platonic dialogues. For 
a complete bibliography on this see G. Giannantoni, / Cirenaici (Florence, 1958), pp. 
123ff. For a cautious approach, see M. Gigante, PP 16 (1961): 392—96. 

“See Mannebach (above, note 38), pp. 86—93; and SSR 3:157-59. 
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Anecdotes, apophthegms, and repartees are standard elements of 
Hellenistic biography. Their aim is to advance the description of the 
character and personality of a philosopher by reference to particular 


episodes that supposedly display them. ' Nowadays the personalia of a 


philosopher of the past would leave a systematic philosopher glacially 
indifferent. The reason is, I think, that we conceive of philosophy as a 
purely intellectual enterprise that does not, and probably should not, 
affect all aspects of our behavior. But this does not appear to be the 
case in Hellenistic historiography. Systematic and doxographical ac- 
counts of a doctrine are often accompanied by anecdotal material that 
displays, as it were, the philosophy in action. ‘Take some examples from 
Diogenes Laertius: Antisthenes’ anticonformism is illustrated by the 
remark “If both his parents were Athenians, he would not have been so 
brave” (6.1), or by his reaction to Plato’s slandering: “It is the privilege 
of a king to do good and be ill spoken of” (6.3). His intellectualist belief 
that once virtue is acquired, it cannot be lost is displayed in his retort to 
the accusation that he intermingles with evil men: “Doctors attend 
their patients without getting the fever themselves” (6.6). Some writers 
describe (mistakenly, as argued above) his attitude toward pleasure by 
referring to the apophthegm “I prefer to be mad than to feel pleasure” 
(6.3). Aristippus’ Life in Diogenes Laertius contains abundant material 
to choose from. Perhaps the most familiar example is his retort “I pos- 
sess Lais, but I am not possessed by her” (2.75), which refers to his be- 
lief in enjoying and yet mastering pleasure. He complies with Dionysus’ 
desire to see him dressed in women’s clothes and comments that “even 
amid Bacchic festivals a prudent soul will not be corrupted” (2.78), 
thus agreeing with Antisthenes on the invulnerability of virtue. The 
humanity and freedom that he attaches to philosophical education are 
contained in his reply to a father who complains about Aristippus’ high 
fee by saying that for such an amount he can buy a slave. Aristippus 
answers: “By all means do so, and you will have two” (2.72). It is also 
typical of anecdotes in a Life to illustrate the character and views of a 
philosopher in an unfavorable light. In Diogenes Laertius, Aristippus 
indeed receives preferential treatment. Of the sources mentioned by 
Diogenes in the lengthy doxographical part of this life many are hos- 
tile, as we can detect from the material they present.’* But this does 
not invalidate my point. As with any other kind of source, the Helle- 
nistic sources on the Socratics may be accurate or not, friendly or not, 
rich with material or meager, and it is up to the ancient excerpter or to 


7'See Mejer (above, note 7), pp. 61ff. 

72See the references to Phanias, Xenophon, Theodorus, and Plato (whose unique 
mention of Aristippus is at Phaedo 59c). On the other hand, Sotion, Bion, and Diocles are 
favorable to him. 
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the modern reader to evaluate them. My point is simply that insofar as 
their anecdotal features rely on or report philosophical views, they 
must not be dismissed a priori simply because of their peculiar form. 

My second point concerns the attempt of Hellenistic writers to es- 
tablish uninterrupted successions of philosophers by classifying them 
along the lines of teacher-pupil relationships. Like any overschemati- 
zation, the successions admittedly have weak points, especially con- 
cerning chronological and biographical details. For instance, Diogenes 
may never have met Antisthenes,’* and it is debatable whether the 
Cyrenaic Antipater was ever the pupil of Theodorus.”* In the case of 
Aristippus and the Cyrenaic succession, however, the historicity of the 
claim that Aristippus was in a sense the founder of the sect seems ob- 
vious insofar as the beginnings of the sect were a family affair in which 
the pattern of teacher and pupil was probably preserved for three gen- 
erations (D.L. 2.72, 86; SSR 4.b.1—6).’°> Antisthenes’ case is more in- 
teresting than Aristippus’ for the historian of philosophy, for apart 
from biographical reasons supporting the Cynic-Stoic succession, which 
are probably false, Diogenes Laertius—or indeed his source—gives 
proper doxographical reasons for the philosophical continuity of these 
thinkers, since he groups Antisthenes together with the Cynics and 
Zeno on account of doctrinal affinities. “Antisthenes led the way to the 
impassibility of Diogenes (ånáðera), the continence of Crates (é€yKpa- 
teta), and the capacity for endurance of Zeno (kaptepta)” (D.L. 6.15). 
The claim is perfectly arguable. To give some examples having to do 
with themes treated in this essay, neither Antisthenes nor Crates be- 
lieved that all pleasures are against nature, and nothing would hinder 
the former from subscribing to Crates’ attack on theoretical hedonism 
(SSR 5.h.45). Antisthenes’ practical morality stresses self-sufficiency 
and moderation as defined later by Crates, as well as the ideal of en- 
durance encountered later in the philosophy of Zeno. One may also ap- 
peal to anti-intellectualist elements of Antisthenean ethics, which ap- 
proach Cynicism, and appeal to the belief that virtue is sufficient for 
happiness, which is shared by all the philosophers of the succession 
from Socrates to Zeno. The idea that what is good is tò oixetov (Xen. 
Mem. 3.8.1—7) and the notion of a cosmic providence (Mem. 4.3)— if in- 


Dudley (above, note 29), pp. 2—3. Wilamowitz, Platon (Berlin, 1920), 2:162ff.; SSR 3: 
n. 24, and nn. 11~31 for bibliography on the matter. For an ancient source see Julian Or. 
g.187c; and on this Caizzi (above, note 27), p. 123. 

74On the problems connected with the Cyrenaic succession see Tsouna (above, note 
3)» PP- 20-37. 

”The story of the beginnings of the Cyrenaic succession sounds all the more plausible 
because the two male figures in it bear the same name, and it was customary for the 
grandson to be named after his grandfather. 
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deed they should be attributed to Antisthenes’°“—have a Stoic ring 
(though this is more farfetched).”” 

I have suggested that we reestablish some trust in the surviving ev- 
idence on the Socratics and that we diminish our skepticism regarding 
the philosophical and historical value of the Hellenistic sources. ‘This 
attitude toward the sources seems to me to favor the interpretation that 
Antisthenes and Aristippus are in the senses indicated above the 
founders of the Cynic and Cyrenaic sects. To some readers this ap- 
proach may appear tedious as well as philosophically indifferent. I 
have suggested that it is neither. It rather seems a necessary step to- 
ward reconstructing a persuasive picture of the Socratic movement and 
its philosophical contributions. * 


76On the first Xenophontic passage, see F. Decleva Caizzi, Studi Urbanati (1964): 86ff. 

77] do not imply that they are identical with any Stoic concepts at close inspection. 

781 thank Jacques Brunschwig, Richard McKirahan, and the editor of the present vol- 
ume for their comments. Gregory Vlastos read the last version of this paper, which I ded- 
icate to his memory. 
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of women, 285n57, 306—307; concep- 
tion of the city, 291—292; guarantees 
authenticity of Plato’s Republic, 279n25; 
rejects Platonic analogy between psychic 
and political justice, 278n22, 297ng6 
—, works of: Against Plato on Justice, 242, 
278; Demonstrations on Justice, 274012; 
Exhortations, 278n24; On Concord, 
288n66; On Ends, 273n3, 283n41; On 
Law, 253-254, 265, 273, 274n12, 
275n14; On Lives, 282n36, 305n113; 
On Nature, 276n18, 290—291, 299—300; 
On Rhetoric, 305n113; On Virtuous Ac- 
tions, 27409; Physical Propositions, 253; 
Republic, 285, 300, 305nN113—-115, 
Chrysothemis, 355—356 
Cicero, 2, 127, 260, 291077, 323, 333, 
341; assessment of Socratic revolution, 
4—6, 48—49; definition of natural law, 
272—273; evidence for Stoic theology, 
260—261; as source for Aeschines, 95— 
103, 221—222; as translator of Xeno- 
phon’s Oeconomicus, 210n3 
—, works of: Academica, 346-347, 349; 
De Divinatione, 268; De Finibus, 275n13, 
302, 311, 315-316; De Legibus, 272, 
293n85; De Natura Deorum, 262n18, 
274n8; De Officiis, 300n103; De Oratore, 
311; De Republica, 267—268; Lucullus, 
360n33; Varro, 310n6, 314, 323, 325— 
326, 339 
Circe, 164n17 
City Dionysia, 52 
Cleanthes, 260, 282n36, 287; on canni- 
balism, 279n25; Hymn to Zeus, 273, 
282n37, 283n41, 290—291; On the The- 
sis that Virtue Is the Same in Both a Man 
and a Woman, 306n117 
Cleinias, 197—198, 211n8, 214n15, 248 
Cleitophon, 163 
Cleombrotus, 26 
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Cleon, 98 
Clitophon, 246 
cloaks, Socrates’ thefts of, 59, 75—79 
clouds, 73—79. See also air 
Colotes, 7n22, 8n24, 342 
comedy, 23—86, 213—214, 221, 226—227, 
235—2936 
communism, 289n69, 304n110 
community of gods and human beings. 
See megalopolis 
community of property, 307 
community of women, 278, 279n25, 284— 
285, 294, 297, 306—308 
conventionalism, 277, 296—302, 308 
cosmic city, Stoic, 276n18, 291n76, 
292n82 
cosmopolitanism, 29178, 293, 383, 
386n65, 
cosmos, 80, 256, 259—264, 282n37, 
290—292 
Cotta, 261n16, 262n18 
courage, 318, 320 
crafts, 83, 85, go, 163, 186—187, 200, 
204—208, 213, 223, 241—251, 353, 
356n27, 360, 362. See also household 
management; kingly craft 
Crates, 241, 279, 285n60, 293n83, 306, 
343N10, 390 
Cratinos, 219—220 
creditors, 78—79 
Critias, 106n57, 156, 158—159, 172, 181, 
189—190, 236, 360n31 
Crito, 3, 26—27, 29, 88, 130, 136, 192, 
197, 216—217, 248, 323n26; and 
Socratic apology, 29; Protagoras, 29 
Critoboulos, 26, 42n43, 53, 130, 137; 
195N19, 210—237 
Ctesippus, 26 
Cynics, 7, 32, 107—109, 242, 252, 279n27, 
285, 367-91; founding of school of, 
387—391; and Zeno, 279—280, 285- 
286, 291n78, 300—301, 310. See also 
Antisthenes; cosmopolitanism 
Cynosarges, 374 
Cyrenaics, 48n2, 151, 159, 252, 367—391; 
founding of school of, 7, 377138, 387— 
391; on knowledge, 379; on pleasure, 
107—109, 378—390. See also Aristippus 
Cyrus, 27—28, 31, 42n43, 127-128, 146— 
150, 228 


daimonia, 258—260 

daimonic, 80—84, 167—171, 179—180 
daimonion, 168, 193n18 

Decelea, 219 
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Delphic oracle, 145, 187, 202—203; 
Socratic refutation of, 1in2, 5n15, gn26 
49n6, 64n58, 359 

Demetrius, 8gn10 

democracy, 156, 188 

Democritus, 107n1, 310n6, 346 

Demodocus, 194 

Demonax, 25 

Deverni papyrus, 62 

dialectic, 7, 24, 38—39, 59—60, 73, 79, 
82n93, 109—126, 134, 152, 189—190, 
195, 206—207, 226—227, 233, 268n25, 
309—366. See also elenchus; skepticism 

Dialectical school, 7 

dialogue form, 23—47, 328, 323—333 

Dicaeopolis, 56n26 

Diocles, 389n72; Lives, 387 

Diogenes Laertius, 2n8, 27n8, 32, 40, 
153, 160, 161n13, 185n8, 211n8, 
300N 103, 307, 343N10, 356, 369, 371— 
372, 381, 383, 387, 389 


’ 


Diogenes of Apollonia, 61—66, 70—74; On 


Nature, 62—63, 72, 74nn80—81 
Diogenes of Babylon, 29go0n72, 292—294 
Diogenes the Cynic, 107—108, 241, 

301N104, 305n115, 371n16, 388 
Dionysidorus, 197 
Dionysus of Syracuse, 30, 35, 52n17, 88 
Diotima, 100—101 
divination, 83, 85, 163—166, 168n20 
divine providence, 48ng, 53n18, 62, 

74n81, 91, 141, 295, 300, 390 
Doric dialect, 24, 30n14, 36, 382n49 
doxography, 7, 369—391 
Draco, 232 
Duris of Samos, 34 


Eleatics, 62—63, 72, 82 

Electra, 355 

elenchus, 49n6, 59, 64n58, 85, 102, 133, 
152; 318, 360, 363, 365—366. See also 
dialectic 

eleutheria, 173—174 

Elias, 327nng 1-32 

Empedocles, 63, 70, 310n6, 346 

enkralteia, 12 

Epictetus, 13, 25,180, 300n103 

Epicureans, 7—8 

Epicurus, 23, 107—108, 126, 180, 328 

Epigenes, 26 

epistemology, 173—174 

epoché, 312, 330—332, 338—340, 341—366 

equity, 287n64 

Erebus, 68 


eros, 87—106, 151—180, 288n65, 307n119 

Eucleides, 26; Aeschines, 30; Alcibiades, 
29n12, 30, 44; Crito, 30; Eroticus, 30 

Eudoxus, 126 

Eumaios, 356n26 

Eupolis, 52nn16—17; Démoi, 25n3 

Euripides, 58n31, 61; Aeolus, 76 

Eusebius, 378—379 

Euthydemus, 39n37, 145—146, 151, 155, 
164n16, 166, 175-179, 299n98 

Euthyphro, 360n31, 362 

Evenos of Paros, 95n25, 


family, 79 

father-beating, 75 

Favorinus, 50n10; Memorabilia, 33 

fine. See kalokagathia 7 

friendship, 103, 149, 151—180, 288, 302, 
304n110, 306, 327 

Furies, 355 . 


geology, 68. See also natural philosophy 

geography, 68. See also natural philoso- 
phy 

geometry, 6, 70, 78—79, 84—85, 168-169, 
259n14. See also natural philosophy 

Glaucon, 4ng, 27, 197, 277—278, 294— 
295, 301-303 

gods. See theology 

Gorgias, 97, 376-377 

grammar, 24, 68n69 

Gyges’ ring, 297 

gymnasia, 285—286 


happiness, 8, 257—258, 287—288, 303— 
304, 379041, 378. See also kalokagathia; 
virtue 

health, 299—301. See also rules, moral 

Heavenly Love, 230—291, 233 

hedonism, 107—126, 159. See also 
pleasure 

hēgemonikon, 263 

Hegesias the Cyrenaic, 31n, 108ng 

Hellenistic historiography, 369, 387—391 

Heracles, 28 

Heraclides: On the Successions, 387 

Heraclitus, 60—61, 271n37, 277n21, 
311N7, 343; on fire, 70 

Hermeia, go 

Hermes, 75 

Hermippus: Lives, 387 

Hermogenes, 137—138, 173n26, 223 

Herodicus, 27n8 

Herostrophus, 31 


Hesiod, 156n6 

Hipparcheia, 285n60 

Hippias, 9’7ng1, 109—126, 133-134, 319, 
360n31, 362 

Hippobotus: On the Sects, 387 

Hippocratic writers, 62—63 

Hippolytus, on Archelaus, 69 

Hippon, 60 

Hipponicus, 218n20 

Hippothales, go 

Homer, 46, 134, 157—158, 164n17 

homonoia, 288nn65—66 

household management (ozkonomia), 83, 
100—102, 130—132, 164, 175, 177, 183, 
209—237 

Hume, David, 323 

Hyperbolus, 59 


Idomeneus of Lampsacus, 88n5; The 
Socratics, 387 

ignorance (amathia), 90—93, 310, 329, 
341-342, 346-359 

impiety, 5—6, 26, 49—50, 80—81. See also 
piety 

incest, 75—76, 2'79, 285n53, 300-301 

incognita, 346 

Index Academicorum, 347 

intelligence (noésis or nous), 63, 72—73» 
74n81, 146, 256—265 

irony, Socratic, 44, 52, 54, 110—112, 136— 
137, 198—199, 201N32, 211-214, 229, 
235, 237, 329038, 342n5 

Ischomachus, 10ngg, 53n18, 130—132, 
135-147, 205—206, 210—237 

Isocrates, Busiris, 106 

isotheneia, 330 


Jocasta, 301n104 

justice, 49—50, 79—86, 138—135, 138-143, 
148—149, 163n15, 187, 205, 224, 227— 
229, 234, 248—249, 252—308, 316—318 

Just Speech, 65, 75, 224—225, 227— 
229, 235 


kakodaimonia, 58 

kalokagathia, 10n33, 50n8, 52—54, 80—86, 
109—126, 130, 132, 137—143, 151, 170— 
171, 174, 204, 209—210, 212—215, 217, 
223, 227—229, 234—235 

kathékonta, 267n23, 274—276, 300— 
302, 305 

katorthõmata, 274—276, 284, 287—288, 302 

Kierkegaard, Søren, on Socrates, 55n21 
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kingly craft, 185, 201, 206, 209—210, 
215, 254—255, 243, 247, 374 

kingship, 146—150, 157—158, 161-163, 
177—179, 284n48, 286, 289, 303— 
304, 389 

knowledge, 12, 78—80, 91, 137—138, 305— 
366; divine and human, 83—84, 169— 
171, 177—179, 254—255; and eros, 93— 
94; of Good, 120, 248, 373; of good 
and evil, 8, 12, 243—251, 286; mantic, 
155; of pleasure, 109—126; and prop- 
erty rights, 288; and skepticism, 309— 
366. See also kalokagathia 

koinos nomos, 272—308. See also natural law 

kosmos. See cosmos 

Kronos, 158 


Laches, 194—196, 362 

Lactantius, 306n11'7, 311n7 

Laureion mines, 219n21 

law, 157, 252—308; as king, 254; Socratic 
respect for, 132—135, 266—268, 369; its 
transgression, 267—268; unwritten, 140, 
266—267. See also natural law 

law courts, 285—287 

lex aeterna, 273—214 

lex naturalis. See natural law 

lex talionis, 269 

Libya, 382n49 

literary criticism, 62 

Lucian, 25—26, 87, 100n42, 107—108; 
Lapiths, 125 

Lycon, 146—147 

Lycophron, 377 

Lydia, 161 — 

lying, 187 

Lysander, 228 

Lysias, 104, 106, 219—220 

Lysicles, g6—102 

Lysimachus, 194, 200 

Lysis, 197 


Machiavelli, Niccolò, 127—128 

Marx, Karl, 127 

material causes, 66—73. See also causa- 
tion; natural philosophy, mathematics, 
68, 381. See also astronomy; geometry; 
natural philosophy 

mathēsis, 373-374 

Maximus of Tyre, 100n42, 125 

megalopolis, 284n48, 290—294. See also 
cosmic city, Stoic 

Meletus, 38n11, 147, 200 

Melian dialogue, 46 
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Melissus, 62n53 

Menedemus of Eretria, 25—26 

Menexenus, 26, 198—198 

meter, 65, 68—69 

Metroon, 50n10 

Middle Academy, 349 

Middle Platonists, 309, 318n23, 328 

midwifery, Socratic, 59, 200—201, 317, 
324, 337 

Milesias, 194, 200 

mimes, 23—25 

“minor” Socratics, 7, 367—391; Plato as 
one, 26—32 

mixed regime, Stoic, 293n85 

moderation (sophrosyné), 43, 76—77, 126, 
158, 173, 179, 229, 232, 369, 380 

modern ethics, 270-271 

monarchy. See kingship 

moral progressors, 269n34, 281, 286n61 

mother-beating, 75—76 

music, 90 


natural law, 252—308; and cosmic reason, 
256—265; and moral rules, 254-255, 
265—271, 272n1, 274—275, 281, 299— 
302; as refinement on Plato’s Republic, 
272—308; as response to conventional- 
ism, 277, 296—302; as sage’s right rea- 
son, 272, 276, 287—289, 296; Stoic and 
Thomistic theories of, 273—276; in Ze- 
no’s polity of sages, 281—289 

natural philosophy, 4—6, 48-86, 250— 
265, 381, 390; and causation, 66—69, 
256—265; and ethical purpose of 
Socratic enquiry, 79—86; and ethics in 
Stoicism, 250—253. See also divine prov- 
idence; teleology; entries for individual 
thinkers 

necessity, 69. See also causation 

Neoplatonists, 13, 253, 309, 318n23, 326 

Nephelokokygia, 25ng 

New Academy. See Academic skeptics 

Nicias, 194, 233, 360ng1 


Olympian gods, 75 
Olympiodorus, 326, 333n43 
Orestes, 355—356 

Origen, 300n103 


Palamedes, 178 

parabasis of Aristophanes’ Clouds, 14, 
75-77 

Parmenides, 62—63, 72, 3117, 343. See 
also Eleatics 

parody, 5, 57, 63-64, 74 

Pasias, 38n34 

Pausanias, 239n42 

Peisthetairos, 25n3 

Peleus, 77 

Pericles, 78, 93n20, 95—104 

Persaeus, 278n24 

Persia, 29, 161, 227—228, 232 

Phaedonides, 26 


Phaedo of Elis, 3, 26, 28, 44, 88n4; Alcib- 


iades, 29n11; Nicias, 28; Simon, 28; 
ZLopyrus, 28—29 

Phanias, 389n72; The Socratics, 387 

phantasia, 347-359, 363n36 

Pheidippides, 68, 75—79, 223—224, 229 

philanthropia, 148 

Philemon, 61 

philia. See friendship 

Philoctetes, 93 

Philodemus, 210—211, 225ng0; De 
Oeconomia, 2117; De Stoicis, 279— 
280, 285 

Philo of Larissa, 310, 323, 335 

Philoponus, 327nng 1—32 

Philus, 267 

phrontistérion. See thinkery 

physikot, 4, 75, 80—86, 258—260 

physiologia. See natural philosophy 

physiology: of cognition, 70; of memory 
and sensation, 70, 74 

piety, 6, 79—83, 85, 139, 163—168, 179, 
202, 209, 259, 265, 327 

Piraeus, 370 


Nile, 74n 

noble. See kalokagathia 

noble lie, 295 

nomos physeðs. See natural law 
Numenius, 309, 345—346 


oaths, violation of, 78 

Odysseus, 28, 157—158, 164n17, 178, 
356n26 

Oedipus, 301n104 

otkeiðsis, 302 


Plato, 1—14, 88n6, 107—127, 18203, 241— 
251, 272—391; and alter ego of Hippias 
major, 111—126; on authenticity of Hip- 
pias major, 109—110; development of 
thought of, g—10, 250—251; excludes 
rivals from mention, 3n11, 26—27; on 
false opinion, 112—113; and Hellenistic 
schools, 12, 241—252, 272—308; as “in- 
ventor” of Sõkratikoi logoi, 27—28; as 
“minor” Socratic, 26—32; on pleasure, 
109—126, 370—371; response to Aris- 


Plato (cont.) 


tophanic charges, 10n33, 52—57, 80; as 
skeptic, 309—340; on Socrates as 
teacher of virtue, 203—208; at Socrates’ 
trial, 26; and “Socratic” dialogues, 7, 
9—10, 341n3, 365, 368; on Socratic 
moral advice, 191—198; and Sophron, 
34—37, 47; as source for Socrates’ phi- 
losophy, 49—54; status of his portrayal 
of Socrates in antiquity, 7, 12N, 14; and 
Xenophon, 3n11, 27 

, works of: Alcibiades I, 29n11, 44, 90; 
Alcibiades 11, 29n11; Apology of Socrates, 
1n2, 5, 26, 38n33, 52, 88, 92, 95—103, 
182n2, 193, 202—203, 213, 220—221, 
233, 34103, 359, 383n55; Axiochus, 
40n38; Charmides, 43, 87—89, 94, 
106n57, 111, 115, 327, 34103; Clezto- 
phon, 163n14, 246—249, 278n24; Crito, 
29, 89n10, 192—193, 266—270, 323n26, 
384; Eryxias, 40n38; Euthydemus, 
40ng8, 113, 216, 243-249, 341n3; 
Euthyphro, 115, 199, 319, 327, 34103; 
Gorgias, 37-38, 64n57, 104, 116—119, 
174N27, 19519, 201, 246, 341N3, 343, 
378n40, 380; Hipparchus, 316; Hippias 
major, 107—126, 341n3, 380; Hippias 
minor, 8gn10, 316—317, 337047, 34103, 
362; Ion, 104—105, 341n3; Laches, 115, 
194—196, 200, 318—320, 341n3; Laws, 
118, 277—279, 283n41, 285nn58—59, 
289n69, 307, 372017; Lysis, 25N5, 35, 
40n38, 64n57, 87, 89, 94, 153, 198, 
327, 341n3; Menexenus, 29, 95, 97; 
103-105; Meno, 137, 206, 341n3, 343; 
Minos, 282n38, 283n42; Parmenides, 42, 
205; Phaedo, 5, 27—28, 42, 49, 63-64, 
66—71, 74n81, 80, 81ngo, 88, 193, 206, 
266—268, 329-330, 333-334, 36701, 
389n72; Phaedrus, 98n36, 152n3, 153; 
Philebus, 249—251; Protagoras, 29, 
38n33, 39, 58, 95, 105, 110, 116—118, 
121, 123, 195, 220—221, 227N33, 319, 
337047, 34103, 380; Republic, 33, 37— 
38, 44, 8gn10, 120, 123, 148, 176n28, 
190n12, 208, 225, 231, 242, 246—249, 
253, 271N37, 277-279, 288n66, 
289n69, 297-299, 302-303, 316—317, 
322—325, 330—334; Sophist, 113; States- 
man, 296; Symposium, 30n15, 38n33, 42, 
44n46, 46, 57n27, 58, 87, 94, 97, 101— 
102, 104, 119, 152N3, 153, 163, 
173n25, 198, 230n42; Theaeletus, 37, 
39, 42, 59, 111-114, 190N12, 200—202, 
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317-318, 321-325, 327-329, 336-338, 
342n8, 377N35; Theages, 10n33, 53n17, 
194, 198; Timaeus, 329 

pleasure, 8, 107—126, 171—173, 370-373, 
378-383, 389; Hellenistic views on, 
107—109. See also Antisthenes; Aristip- 
pus; Plato; Xenophon 

Plotinus, 253 

Plutarch, 87, 97—98, 235n48, 248, 278, 
301N105, 309, 311N7; Concerning Justice 
against Chrysippus, 278n24; De Commu- 
nibus Notitis, 292, 294; De Virtute Alex- 
andri, 276n18, 281—289, 290Nn71, 292, 
294, 296 

pnigeus, 60 

poetry (mimésis), 1n2, 23, 185 

Polemarchus, 298, 316-317, 319 

Polemon, 242, 280, 311 

political animals, 254, 264, 282n38 

Polus, 197 

Polybius, 127 

Polycrates, 182n2; Accusation, 105—106 

Posidonius, 284n50; On Appropriate Ac- 
lion, 300N103, 

Potidea, 43 

pre-Socratic approach to study of nature, 
49, 66, 79—86, 169—170, 259—260, 
262n18 

Proclus, 47 

procurer, 198—199 

Prodicus, 65n60, 159, 200, 376-377 

prostitution, 174. See also procurer 

Protagoras, 65n60, 111, 195, 231, 321, 
327, 377 

Pyrrho, 5112, 312, 327N32, 340, 341n2, 
345n13 ` 

Pythagoras, 23 

Pythia, 166 


Quintus, 268 


regimes, 287n64, 293—294. See also de- 
mocracy; kingship 

respiration, 73 

Rhodogyne, 96—99 

right reason (orthos logos), 272—273, 283. 
See also natural law 

Rome, 267 

rules, moral, 254-255, 265—271, 272N1, 
274—275, 281, 299—302. See also natu- 
ral law 


Sardis, 228 
Satyrus, 44 


[ 404 ] Index 


scala naturae, 256—257 
self-knowledge, 49n6, 151—180 
self-refutation, 327n32 
self-sufficiency (autarkeia), 12, 84-85; 
as alienation, 159—163; as atheism, 
163—167; as tyranny, 154—158. See also 
enkrateia 
seminal reason, Stoic doctrine of, 
260—265 
Seneca, 29n11, 268, 290 
Sextus Empiricus, 301n104, 333N42, 334, 
357, 381n48; Against the Professors, 261— 
263, 285n60 
Sicily, 33-37 
Simmias of Thebes, 3, 20, 26, 197 
Simonides, 225n30 
Simon the Athenian cobbler, 2, 27, 32— 
33, 42—43; Cobbler’s Talk, 32 
skepticism, 309—366; and Socratic dialec- 
tic, 341—366. See also Arcesilaus of Pi- 
tane; belief; Pyrrho; Sextus Empiricus 
skeptikos, 313, 338, 360 
Skiapodes, 39 
slavery, 160-161, 179, 187, 226, 285— 
286, 288n66, 380, 384—386 
smikrologia, 110 
Socrates: allegations of injustice, 49—50, 
77—78, 155; associates of, 197—198; as 
author 1, 368; charges against, 5, 52— 
54, 129-132, 181—183, 200, 207; date 
of conversion, 5ong, 64n59; debt to 
Archelaus, 6g—70; debt to Diogenes of 
Apollonia, 61—75; dreams of, 268—269, 
281, 283, 290, 294—2968; ethical pur- 
pose of enquiry into nature, 79—86, 
369; as giver of moral advice, 191—198; 
“historical,” 1-13, 56, 64, 148-155, 
368; intellectual autobiography, 1—6, 
48—86; interest in astronomy and ge- 
ometry, 70, 78—79, 84—85; method of 
division and collection, 59; method of 
hypothesis, 67; method of question and 
answer, 59—60; payment for teaching, 
58-60, 159, 173—174; philosophical 
method, 59—60, 65, 67, 82ng3, 134; as 
philosophical model for Stoics, 241— 
308; physical appearance of, 58; on 
pleasure, 107—126; poverty of, 58—59, 
61, 171—173; profession of ignorance, 
310; prohibition against injustice, 268— 
269; skeptical interpretations of, 309— 
366; Stoic interpretations of, 252—308; 
as teacher, 151, 181—208, 328—329; as 


teacher of kakodaimonia, 58; as “typical 
sophist,” 10, 54—61 
“Socratic,” meaning of, 23-25 
Sokratikoi logoi, 1-237, 311; apologetic 
purpose of, 5, 10-12, 50, 85ng6; comic 
influence on, 1—6, 10-14, 23-47, 
52n16; fictional character of, 2-3; 
generic characteristics of, 1-12, 23— 
47,55, 56n24; origins of, 23—47; as 
source of skeptical interpretation of 
Socrates, 311 
—, Innovations in: by Aeschines, 87; by 
Plato, 41—47; by Xenophon, 2, 33 
Solon, 232 
sophists, 58, 64n57, 217, 224, 376; forms 
of argumentation, 109-26; interest in 
ethical questions, 4, 65; similarities to 
Socrates, 54—62; Socrates’ criticism of, 
79-86, 311, 316; and teachability of 
virtue, 92. See also entries for individual 
sophasts 
sophoi, 60n44, 64n57, 65n62, 177; as 
“madmen,” 80—82, 169—170. See 
also physzkoi 
Sophron, 1—2, 23—24, 30, 33-34, 47; 
Mimes, 34-37 
Sophronicus, 111 
Sosicrates, 381n4'7; On the Succes- 
sions, 387 
Sotion, On the Successions, 387, 389n72 
special circumstances, 275, 300—302. See 
also kathékonta 
Speusippus, 88n6, 126 
Stobaeus, 37 1-372, 375. See also Arius 
Didymus 
Stoics, 7—8, 12-14, 241—308, 310, 340; 
debt to Plato, 241-251, 272—308; debt 
to Xenophon, 252-271; definition of 
city, 291—292; as originators of natural 
law theory, 271, 272, 308; as “Socrat- 
ics,” 367n1, 369; theology of, 255—265; 
on virtue as craft, 243—246, 301—302; 
on virtue as knowledge of good and 
evil, 246-251, 253-255. See also 
Chrysippus; Cleanthes; Zeno 
of Citium 
Strepsiades, 38—39, 59—61, 68, 71, 75, 
223, 227N33 
successions, as literary genre, 369, 
387-391 
suspension of judgment. See epoché 
Syracusan mimes, 33—37. See also Soph- 
ron; Xenarchus 


Tantalus, 235n48, 236 

Tartarus, 68 

Taureas, 43 

Telekeides, 52n16 

teleology, 6, 62n50, 66—67, 74n81, 85, | 
228n38, 255-265, 273, 279n26, 283, 
287n62, 292n82 

temples, 285—286, 301n105 

Terpsion, 26 

Thales, 68 

Thargelia, g6—97 

Theaetetus, 112, 317—319, 321 

Theages, 26 

Themistocles, go—93, 99N39 

Theodete, 89n7 

Theodoretus, 100n42 

Theodorus, 389n72, 390 

Theodorus the atheist, 103n8 

Theodotus, 26 

Theognis, 146, 205 

theology, 256—265 

Theophrastus, 34, 344n11; on Diogenes 
of Apollonia, 61n47, 63n55, 69n72, 
4on75; and Zeno of Citium, 242. See 
also doxography 

Thetis, 77 

thinkery (phrontistérion), 38—39, 57, 60, 
65, 78; curriculum of, 68 

Thirty Tyrants, 43, 157 

Thrasymachus, 163n, 197, 231, 2770, 299 

Thucydides, 46 

thymos, 306n116 

Timon, 312, 341n2; Sillot on Soc- 
rates, 48n2 

Tractatus Coislinianus, 24 

tragedy, 56n26, 58n31 

tyranny, 154-158, 225ngo, 235-236, 
284n50, 300, 351 


Unjust Speech, 59n38, 61, 75, 224—225, 
227—220, 235 


Varro, 345 

virtue, 8, 145, 151, 159, 187—188, 203— 
208, 241—251, 273-275, 284, 299, 302, 
319-320, 337N47, 343, 389; and goods 
of fortune, 12, 135—138, 244-245, 
382n50; as knowledge, 115, 241—251, 
359; as sufficient for happiness, 20gn2, 
241—246, 284, 288, 369-370, 371014, 
382n50; teachability of, go—92, 143- 
147, 203—208, 221—222; unity of, 8, 
280—281, 319—320 
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Vulgar Love, 230—231 


women, education of, 95—103, 138—144, 
216—217, 220—223, 231, 306n117 


Xanthippe, 42, 143—144, 147 

Xenarchus, 1—2, 23—24, 34-37, 43 

Xenocrates, 345 

Xenophon, 1—12, 127—237, 343, 367— 
391; apologetic character of his Sōkra- 
tikoi logoi, 10—12, 129—132, 181—183; 
and Aspasia, 96, 100—103; and Clein- 
ias, 211n8; disavows positive knowl- 
edge, 12; on law-abidingness, 132— 
135; aS master of erotics, 198—203; 
modern scholarship on, 11—12, 127— 
129, 151—155; on pleasure, 108—109, 
121—124; portrayal of Socrates in an- 
cient doxography, 7n18; on property, 
136—138; on relation between Cyrus 
and Socrates, 127—129, 147—150, 212; 
on relation between republicanism and 
monarchy, 147—150, 212; response to 
Aristophanic charges, 11—12, 52—57, 
80, 82ng1i, 136-137, 169n22, 213—214, 
223-229, 235—236; rivalry with Plato, 
gnit, 27; on Socrates as teacher of 
virtue, 203—208; on Socrates’ philoso- 
phy, 1-12, 5onn7—8, 51—52, 79—86, 
148—155, 181—208; as source for Antis- 
thenes, 369—377; on stages of Socratic 
education, 183—191; and Stoics, 12, 
256—265, 267n24 

—, works of: Anabasis, 2, 25, 42N43, 
192n16; Apology of Socrates, gn26, 
10N33, 29, 45, 50N7, 64n58, 122, 129, 
137, 182n2, 223; Cyropaideia, 2, 25, 
127—128, 146—150, 212; Hellenica, 
132—133; Hiero, 127, 225n30; Memora- 
bilia, 2, 3n11, 5—6, 12n37, 27, 32—33, 
39n36, 42, 46, 48n3, 49n6, 50n8, 79— 
86, 89, 99N13, 122, 129—135, 137—138, 
144—146, 151—180, 181—210, 214—215, 
255—268, 280, 299n98, 300n101, 380, 
385; Oeconomicus, 10N33, 53-54, 
81ngo, 121, 129, 135—144, 169n22, 
195N19, 205—207, 209-237; relation of 
to Plato’s 8—12; Symposium, 3n11, 
10n33, 27, 44n46, 53n18, 68n67, 
Q5N24, 122, 125, 129, 143-144, 146, 
198—199, 201, 211n8, 212, 214-215, 
228-231, 234, 370 

xenos, 386n 

Xerxes, 91, 97 
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Zeno of Citium, 4, 241—242, 260—268, his best regime, 289-296; polemic 
272—308, 345, 390; and community of against Plato, 242, 272—308 
women, 306—308; and cosmic reason, —, works of: On Nature of Man, 273n3; 
256—265; debate with Arcesilaus, 346— Republic, 272-308 
347; and equality in sexual relations, Zeno of Elea, 153 
306n117; influence of Cynics on, 279— Zeus, 139, 145, 158; identified with Air, 
280, 285—286, 300—301, 306—308, 390; 61; rational order of, 275; Socrates de- 
institutional features of his polity of nies existence of, 68, 75, 78—79; will 
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